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Abstract 
The aim of this thesis is to critically analyse US military intervention through an 
exploration of the justifications for and practice of intervention by the US. It doSs this by 
analysing two cases prior to, and two cases post, September 11,2001 (9/11) In order to 
shed light on continuity or change in the justifications for, and practice of, military 
intervention across 9/11. This analysis is located within an English School (ES) frame of 
reference, through which it will evaluate the solidarist and pluralist contentions regarding 
the nature of international society and its relationship to international system and world 
society. It will consider the utilisation of norms in the justificatory discourses for 
intervention and the positioning of legitimacy built on these norms. 
2 
Dedication and AcknowIedgements 
I would like to acknowledge the help of my three supervisors who have aided me 
tremendously with this project: Prof. Anthony Forster for his patience in dealing with a 
mature student with an ambitious project and helping to craft a workable thesis and Prof. 
Richard Little and Dr. Tim Edmunds for their advice and guidance throughout the final 
eighteen months. All three were constantly willing to meet and discuss issues and their 
feedback was always tremendously helpful. The professional manner in which they 
conducted themselves provided me with the confidence and assistance I needed to see this 
project through. 
Thank you to the National Research Foundation and Syfrets Trust for generous financial 
support for an overseas student as well as to my brother Simon for his willingness to 
provide financial help over the past two years. 
My parents have shown never ending support both financially but more importantly in 
terms of accommodating a young family, loving and supporting what has been a very 
interesting change of country and career, for which I will always be very grateful. Finally I 
must thank my immediate family. My wife and children have tolerated a student as a 
husband/father and this has not been easy, whether from lack of pay-cheque, strange 
working hours or constant distraction. Your sacrifice has been significant and I thank you 
so much for allowing me to chase my dream. 
3 
Author's declaration 
I declare that the work in this dissertation was carried out in accordance with the 
Regulations of the University of BristoL Yhe work is original, except where indicated by 
special reference in the text, and no part of the dissertation has been submittedfor any 
other academic award. Any views expressed in the dissertation are those ofthe author. 
SIGNED: .... .............................. DATE: 15 January 2008 
4 
Table of Contents 
List of Illustrations 
List of Abbreviations 
Chapter 1. Introduction 
Why this Study 
Aims 
Key English School Ideas and Theoretical Framework 
Methodology 
Hypotheses 
State of Knowledge 
The Four Cases and Actor 
Sources 







The Gulf War 
Background to the War 
The Bush Administration's Justifications 
LJNSC 
The Move to War 
The Practice of Intervention 



























Conclusion: Pluralism or Solidarism. Advanced? 102 
Chapter 4. The Kosovo Intervention -A Shift towards Solidarism? 109 
Background and UNSC 109 
President Clinton's Justifications for Intervention 114 
The Practice of Intervention 118 
A Solidarist Shift in International Society? 128 
Conclusion 138 
Chapter 5. The Intervention in Afghanistan 142 
Background to the Intervention 142 
President Bush's Justifications for the Intervention 143 
UNSC 155 
The Practice of Intervention 156 
Conclusion 165 
Chapter 6. The Iraq War 169 
President Bush's Justifications for the Intervention 171 
UNSC 185 
The Practice of Intervention 187 
Conclusion 201 
Chapter 7. Conclusion 209 
Revisiting the Cases 209 
Justifications across the Cases: A Core Legitimating Norm? 212 
Practice across Cases: Standard Practice? 217 
Quo Vadis International Society? 220 
Which Hypothesis? 233 
Bibliography 235 
Appendix 1 289 
6 
List of Illustrations 
Page 
Figure I. I .: English School 'Wheel' II 
Figure 1.2 .: Proximity of the three traditions 12 
Figure 1.3 .: English School Pillars, Traditions, Ontology and Methodologies 13 
Figure 2.1 .: Number of Peacekeeping Missions undertaken by the UN, 44 
1948 to present 
Figure 2.2 .: English School Publications Related to Intervention 57 
Figure 3.1 .: Justifications by President Bush for action against Iraq 67 
Figure 3.2 .: Justifications for Intervention - Gulf War 67 
Figure 3.3 .: Justifications for Intervention - Gulf War Total 71 
Figure 3.4.: Strategic Targets Level of Effort - Gulf War 81 
Figure 3.5 .: Justifications / Explanations of Inaction and Action Leading 93 
to Relief Measures and Safe Havens 
Figure 4.1 .: Justifications for Kosovo War by President Clinton 115 
Figure 4.2 .: Justifications for Intervention - Kosovo 116 
Figure 4.3 .: Justifications for Interventioti - Kosovo Total 117 
Figure 5.1.: Justifications for Intervention in Afghanistan by President Bush 146 
Figure 5.2.: Justifications for Afghanistan Intervention - Monthly Expanded 147 
Figure 5.3.: Justifications for Afghanistan Intervention - Expanded Total 152 
Figure 5.4: Justifications for Afghanistan Intervention - Expanded Total 152 
Figure 5.5: Justifications for Afghanistan Intervention - Consolidated Total 153 
Figure 6.1. : Justifications for Intervention in Iraq by President Bush 176 
- Extended 
Figure 6.2. : Justifications for Intervention - Iraq War 177 
Figure 6.3. : Justifications for Intervention - Iraq Total 181 
Figure 6.4. : Justifications for Intervention in Iraq by President Bush 182 
- Consolidated 
Figure 6.5. : Justifications for Intervention - Iraq War Consolidated 182 
Figure 6.6. : Justifications for Intervention - Iraq War Consolidated Total 183 
Figure 7.1. : Majority Justifications across Cases Applied to Buzan's Wheel 230 
7 
List of Abbreviations 
CPGW Conduct of the Persian Gulf War 
GWAPS Gulf War Air Power Survey 
ES English School 
IR International Relations 
NWO New World Order 
UN United Nations 
UNSC United Nations Security Council 
8 
Chapter 1. Introduction: Overview of Thesis 
Why this study? 
NElitary intervention is the most contentious issue in international relations (IR) and in the 
post-Cold War era. With the end of the Cold War optimism rose for a New World Order 
(NWO), yet violence and war persist. The terrorist attacks against the US on 11 September 
2001 have resulted in major military interventions in two states with dramatic repercussions 
for international society. 
Nicholas Wheeler writes that after 9/11 the "luxury of choosing whether to save strangers 
has been replaced by the urgency of using force to counter the perils posed by global 
terrorism and weapons of mass destruction" (Wheeler, 2003: 50-51). This indicates a 
transformation in the motivations and justifications for, and practice of, intervention, yet 
does this occur? Have justifications changed? Have national interests openly re-asserted 
themselves? Has the character of intervention changed relative to the justifications given? 
Do the norms of international society constrain interventionist states or are norms replaced, 
elevated or weakened? Did 9/11 produce a radical shift away from international society 
towards either the international system or world society - all three co-exist but has each 
been elevated or diminished to varying degrees in the cases? It is answering these 
questions that make this thesis both interesting and timely. 
Aims 
The aim of this thesis is to critically investigate the extent to which there has occurred 
continuity or change in military intervention by the United States of America (US) in terms 
of the justifications for, and practice of, intervention. This analysis will, through its 
normative focus, add to the literature which examines the co-existing international system, 
international society and world society (Buzan, 2004; Bellamy, 2005; Dunne, 2005,2007). 
It will also contribute to the debate concerning the legitimating and constraining power of 
norms in relation to intervention. 
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This thesis can therefore be situated amongst work that seeks to examine the extent to 
which 9/11 was "a radical rupture interpos[ing] itself as in the case of a revolution" creating 
change in the international system (Dunne, 2005: 66). Andrew Hurrell argues that the post- 
9/11 era "reveals deep tension between the constitutionalist order represented by 
international law and institutions and the power political structures on which patterned 
political power rests" (Hurrell, 2002: 202). The subject of intervention is central to any 
such debate since it is through this use of force that the competing norms of international 
society, international system and world society come into direct conflict. This creates an 
important interplay of forces to analyse as justifications, norms and interests interact in 
structuring the environment in question. 
This thesis will examine the justifications for, and practice of, intervention in four cases 
from 1990-2003, being; the Gulf War, Kosovo Intervention, Afghanistan War and Iraq 
War. In this way it will be possible to trace continuity and change across 9/11 and evaluate 
the extent to which the norms which underpin international society have been affected. 
This analysis will be conducted through an English School (ES) framework. To 1his end its 
theoretical contribution is to address the extent to which the empirical evidence indicates a 
shift in international society towards either solidarist or pluralist positions in the school in 
terms of intervention post-9/1 1, as well as to indicate the extent to which the international 
system or world society has been reasserted. 
Key English School Ideas and Theoretical Framework' 
This thesis takes the corpus of English School as its theoretical frame of reference, with 
particular reference to the classical approach. The ES's analysis of intervention has lacked 
nuance and comprehensiveness - it is not sufficient to analyse the interventions from a 
humanitarian perspective as Wheeler does, or an international law perspective as Roberts 
does, nor indeed on a normative level as done by Ayoob but rather more holistically that 
the practice and normative challenges can be explored together and seen as critical parts of 
the activity of intervention (Wheeler and Mortis, 2006; Roberts, 2003; Ayoob, 2002). 
1 This section does not explore the recent English School theoretical debates but highlights key ideas of the 
classical English School to which the empirical findings of this thesis are applied, being principally the three 
pillars, pluralism and solidarism. For more on the English School debates see Dunne, 2007,2005; Jackson 
and Sorensen, 2007; Buzan, 2004; Jackson, 2000; Bellamy, 2005; Linklater and Suganami, 2006. 
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The classical approach is described by Dunne as: 
an alternative to behaviouralism ... The classical approach eschews positivist commitments to a fact/value distinction, and their expectation that hypotheses should be testable. In its place, the 
English school puts an interpretive mode of inquiry that tries to understand historical and normative 
change by engaging with 'texts' such as legal treaties, speeches, and diplomatic discourses. Other 
characteristics of a classical approach include the inescapability of ethical considerations and a 
realization that the study of world politics must engage with (and interpret) the dilemmas faced by 
practitioners (Dunne, 2007: 332-3). 
The ES rests on the three pillars of international system, international society and world 
society, all existing simultaneously both as objects of discussion and as aspects of 
international reality (Buzan, 2004: 10; Little, 1995: 21). A comprehensive understanding of 
IR must embrace all three traditions (Little, 2000: 398). Figure 1.1 illustrates this and is re- 
worked from Buzan (Buzan, 2004: 9). 2 


















Buzan's wheel above incorporates not only the three pillars, but also Wight's three 
traditions of realism, rationalism and revolutionism, and shows the unity between these 
2 The wording has been re-organised for clarity. 
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three positions which recent textbooks have pointed to - see figure 1.2 (Wight, 1991; 
Dunne, 2007; Jackson and Sorensen, 2007). 3 
Figjjre 1.2: Proximily of the three traditions (Wight, 1991: 47) 
Rationalism 
Moderate Realism Soft Revolutionism 
Realism Hard Revolutionism 
Extreme Realism 
Importantly, none of the Wightian traditions should be seen as true or false at any historical 
stage, but rather should be seen to "represent different basic normative outlooks on world 
politics that compete with each other", or as "distinctive normative" positions in a 
continued dialogue about the conduct of foreign policy (Jackson and Sorensen, 2007: 135, 
133,140). As Bull argued, "it is always erroneous to interpret events as if international 
society were the sole or the dominant element" of that event (Bull, 2002: 55). This thesis 
will help to determine which of the traditions was dominant in the cases under study as a 
reflection of the norms being represented in each justificatory discourse. Thereby the thesis 
will examine the relative ascendancy of each pillar since 1990 as seen through the act of 
intervention which is so central to the normative heart of the ES. 
3 These three traditions are "different ways of looking at the relations of states" with the first viewing states 
"as power agencies that pursue their own interests"; the second viewing states as "legal organizations that 
operate in accordance with international law and diplomatic practice; while the third "downplays the 
importance of states and places the emphasis on human beings" (Jackson, 2007: 133; Wight, 1991: 7-2 1). 
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Figure 1.3 represents more clearly the relationships between Wight and Buzan's 'wheels': 
the relationship between the ontological positions and associated methodologies of the 
English School and the 'three traditions' :4 
Figure 1.3.: English School Pillars. Traditions. OntolOgy and Methodologies 
International society International System World Society 
Rationalism Realism Revolutionism 
Grotius Hobbes Kant 
Solidarism I Pluralism Defensive I Imperial Universalist I Evolutionary 
Interpretive Positivist Critical 
Although this thesis focuses on the international society pillar (or segment in this case), 
which is the "flagship idea" of the ES, it is not possible to clearly cleave the pillars from 
one another and hence the international society framework must be seen to exist together 
with the international system and world society, particularly in classical English School 
thinking (Buzan, 2004: 1; Little, 2000: 397; Dunne, 2007: 134). 
The international system or realist position reflects the recognition of a state of anarchy, 
power politics and war, which borders pluralist international society on the one side and 
revolutionism or world society on the other (Wight, 1991: 15). The international system 
recognises that "conflict is inherent in relations between states" (Wight, 1991: 16). 
Importantly, the international system can tend toward international or world society, in the 
former case through the strengthening of norms, discourse and common institutions, and in 
the latter through hegemony and imperialism in which the identity of the hegemon becomes 
the "cosmopolitan" ideal (Bull, 2002: 24). Bull's definition of the international system was 
where "two or more states have sufficient contact between them, and have sufficient impact 
on one another's decisions ... (where) states are in regular contact with one another and 
where in addition there is interaction between them, sufficient to make the behaviour of 
each a necessary element in the calculation of the other" (Bull, 2002: 9-10). Again, there is 
little explicit variation in this description which although capturing the key concept of 
recognition does not express the extreme ends of the system. The international system can 
4 This is discussed in more detail in the methodology section below (Little, 2000). 
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also be defted in Wight's view in terms of a "suzerain-state system" in "which one state 
asserts and maintains paramountcy or supremacy over the rest" and which can therefore be 
seen in terms of the system at its world society border, in which the dominant hegemonic 
state proves unchallengeable (Wight, 199 1: chapter 1; Bull, 2002: 10-11). As stated above, 
this thesis does not look to examine theoretically the system's borders and relations to 
international society but will make a theoretical contribution through the analysis of the 
norms which underpin each pillar of the English School. The system can be seen to place 
downward pressure on international society. 
The world society or revolutionist position can be seen in terms of a commitment to the 
"moral unity of humanity" -a "cosmopolitan rather than state-centric" view and is 
progressive or missionary in character, focussed on liberal values of human rights (Wight, 
1991: 8; Jackson and Sorensen, 2007: 136). In Bull's terms, world society can partly be 
understood as 
not merely a degree of interaction linking all parts of the human community to one another, but a 
sense of common interest and common values, on the basis of which common rules andjnstitutions 
may be built. The concept of world society, in this sense, stands to the totality of global social 
interaction as our concept of international society stands to the concept of the international system 
(Bull, 2002: 269). 
For Bull, the "ultimate units of the great society of all mankind are not states (or nations, 
tribes, empires, classes or parties) but individual human beings", with world society "based 
on an ontology of individuals, working towards order from the bottom up" (Bull, 2002: 21; 
Buzan, 2004: 36). Echoing Vincent, world society can therefore be seen in terms of the 
elevation of human rights and awareness of a "great society of mankind" (Vincent, 
1978: 29). Clearly justifications which reference human rights will tend towards this 
understanding of the international society/world society border. 
Buzan argues that world society can be seen to capture the "non-state side of the 
international system" (Buzan, 2004: 2). Buzan accuses English School writers of "using 
world society as a place to deposit all the things they did not want to talk about" (Buzan, 
2004: 28). This thesis views world society as being dependent on international society but 
that, in line with figure 1.1, it can, at its extreme end, also result from a "manifestation of 
hegemonic dominance" (Buzan, 2004: 30; Wight, 1991: 265-266). This thesis is not 
positioned to undertake a detailed discussion of world society, but applies the empirical 
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research to a Wightian understanding of world society. 5 In this sense, world society is 
viewed through the empirical evidence in terms of its boundaries with international society 
and international system, with international society being a pre-requisite of world society. 
On its other border world society can also be seen to come about through hegemonic 
dominance, imperial ambition or messianic deliverance. 6 
As Dunne argues, world society is not just built on liberal views but can also be found in 
"ideas of hatred and intolerance" such as with Islamist terrorists and other transnational 
actors who seek a world society based not on an evolving solidarism or hegemonic power 
(Dunne, 2007: 141). Interestingly, Wight and Bull viewed cosmopolitanists in negative 
terms for what they saw as their innate desire to destroy the society of states, with Bull for 
example critiquing cosmopolitanists for seeing the world divided into two parts - "the 
trustees of the immanent community of mankind and those who stand in its way, those who 
are of the true faith and the heretics, the liberators and the oppressed" (Bull, 2002: 24). For 
Bull, the universalist view of world society recognised. that 
there are moral imperatives ... in intemation; l relations ... [which] 
imperatives enjoin not coexistence 
and co-operation among states but rather the overthrow of the system of states and its replacement by 
a cosmopolitan society ... The community of mankind, on the Kantian view ... 
is also the end or object 
of the highest moral endeavour (Bull, 2002: 25). 
The justificatory discourses examined in this thesis are those of US presidents. The 
justifications could not therefore be expected to reference legitimating ideas unrelated to 
either the state system in general or the US in particular. However, the justifications can 
indicate a shift away from international society towards world society through the norms 
they reference, typically aligned with humanitarian claims or egoist morality! The 
justifications do not reflect therefore a tendency towards cosmopolitan thought in Bull's 
terms above, although the threat being faced is often cast in these terms, but rather in terms 
of world society's borders. 
Bull argued that an international society exists when states are, on the one hand, "conscious 
of certain common interests and common values" and, on the other, "conceive of 
5 This is evident from the fact that the thesis utilises; Buzan's 'first' wheel in figure 1.1 which is based on 
Wight and Bull's positions -a wheel Buzan revises four times in his 2004 book (Buzan, 2004: 9,98,109,133, 
159). See Buzan, 2004 and Dunne, 2005 for detailed analysis of world society in ES theory. 
6 See Wight (1991: 4048) or Buzan (2004: 33-5) for an interpretation of Wight's views. 
7 Egoist morality will be discussed in more detail below 
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themselves to be bound by a common set of rules in their relations with one another, and 
share in the working of common institutions" (Little, 2005: 48; Bull, 2002: 13). An 
international -society is also aware of a common identity (Little, 2005: 49). The "extent to 
which states formed an international society was limited and constrained by the fact of 
anarchy", with the society producing an order "better than a realist would expect but much 
worse than a cosmopolitan desires" (Dunne, 2007: 136). What Bull's definition does not 
point to explicitly is the variation in the society such that these interests and values and the 
extent to which they bind are variable, and can be considered thin or thick - hence the 
society can tend towards either a pluralist position or a solidarist one, with a thin pluralism 
bordering international system and a thick solidarism. bordering world society (Buzan, 
2000: 49). 
Buzan sees pluralism as defining: 
second-order societies of states with a relatively low degree of shared norms, rules and institutions 
among the states, where the focus of society is on creating a framework for orderly coexistence and 
competition, or possibly also the management of collective problems of common fate (Buzan, 
ý2004: xvii). 
While solidarism can be seen as: 
a synonym for cosmopolitanism, but in my usage defines international societies with a relatively 
high degree of shared norms, rules and institutions among states, where the focus is not only on 
ordering coexistence and competition, but also on cooperation over a wider range of issues, whether 
in pursuit of joint gains, or realisation of shared values (Buzan, 2004: xviii). 
As Dunne argues, the solidarism "ties that bind individuals to the great society of 
humankind are deeper that the pluralist rules and institutions which separate them" (Dunne, 
2007: 137). The pluralist-solidarist debate can therefore be summarised as being about the 
thickness of norms in international society, with the pluralist representing a reduction of, 
and solidarist an extension of, international society (Buzan, 2000: 49; Dunne, 2007: 137). 
This thesis will show how the justifications for war indicate dramatic increase in both 
pluralist and solidarist positions but also how these positions cannot adequately contain the 
range of justifications utilised, with each being pressured to different extents in the cases 
below. 
Applying Buzan's wheel to the arguments of Little and Watson, it is possible to see 
international system and society on a continuum from "pure anarchies" to "pure empires" 
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which would in effect entail opening Buzan's wheel on the system/world society boundary 
(Little, 2005: 51; Watson, 1992). 8 One can therefore see empires as a type of system or 
society rather than a type of state (Little, 2005: 51). In addition, the English School posits 
that it is possible for more than one international society to operate within the international 
system (Little, 2005: 52). This has interesting ramifications when discussing the 
justifications for war as they indicate the society which is being ratified through the 
discourse, but particularly because since the end of the Cold War there is a tension in 
English School analysis between the possible duality of societies and the potential, post- 
1990, for the first truly closed international system (Little, 2005: 52). The justifications for 
war reveal a normative focus which points towards Buzan's wheel and ultimately the 
fluidity between international system and society and world society. 
According to Dunne, the English School has neglected both the system and world society 
and while Buzan's recent work has reintroduced the world society into the English School 
ontology, the system must also be reconsidered and "brought back in" (Dunne, 2007: 133; 
Buzan, 2004). While this thesis does not embark on a theoretical examination of English 
School ontology, it will examine Wight's classical English School pillars and determine not 
whether the English School must theoretically return the system but whether the system has 
reasserted itself as an existing downward pressure on international society. 9 This thesis 
seeks to achieve this through an analysis of justifications, the normative basis of which 
point clearly to the three pillars. As Robert Jackson writes, the ES is an "academic 
enterprise which emphasizes the interactive relationship between all three of these basic 
human inclinations in international relations" (Jackson, 1998: 213). This thesis is concerned 
with the normative justifications used to legitimate intervention. Intervention is 
traditionally legitimated and justified through reference to norms of international society 
(Wheeler, 2000; Jackson 2000). As Freedman argues, 
Justifications for war habitually draw on normative arguments, on expectations about how 
governments should behave towards their own people, and on how human beings and states should 
behave towards each other (Freedman, 2005: 94). 
8 Pure anarchies are where "component units are completely autonomous"; and pure empires where "the 
component unites operate within a clearly defined hierarchy" (Little, 2005: 5 1). 
9 The classical approach is described by Bull and Jackson, but see Dunne for a summary of Bull's position 
(Bull, 2000; Jackson, 2000; Dunne, 2007: 130-132). 
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The ES is an ideal framework for this thesis as norms are central to it, both ontologically 
and methodologically. Yet the normative justifications and legitimation of intervention do 
not point only to international society but also to international system and world society, 
which elevates the norms underpinning these 'pillars' at the possible expense of 
international society. The classical English School is concerned with norms and values and 
in this sense the use of classical in this thesis positions its analysis in terms of the normative 
ideas that political "practitioners believed in and sought to implement", and it is the public 
justifications for these normative ideas that this thesis interrogates (Dunne, 2007: 132; 
Wight, 1991). The ES has been chosen as the theoretical approach for this thesis because 
of its ability to tackle diverse actions, trends and norms in international relations. It is here, 
in this study of intervention, that the ES needs to directly confront what are foundational 
issues to its ontological and methodological understanding. It is vital that the use of force 
is critically interrogated in order that the norms which underpin international society be 
assessed and thereby the actuality of normative shifts can be comprehended as they are the 
very foundation of international society, and the ES. 
This thesis was initially located within the international society pillar of the ES, seeking to 
examine the extent to which intervention post-9/11 indicated a shift towards either the 
pluralist or solidarist ends of the international society spectrum. 10 However, the evidence 
gathered in the case studies required the explicit incorporation of the other two pillars as is 
discussed in more detail below. This sustained empirically Dunne's claim that the system 
and world society pillars must be included if we are to understand the boundaries and 
constraints of international society (Dunne, 2007: 134). This thesis therefore undertakes its 
research embracing all three traditions within the school and is able to indicate to what 
extent the balance in the triumvirate of traditions has been altered by intervention post-9/1 1. 
Has 9/11 ensured the ascendancy of a pillar previously in retreat? This is particularly vital 
to understand as it speaks to moral implications of current and future developments in the 
international arena (Little, 2000: 414). English School literature has in a large part been 
focussed on the solidarist-pluralist debate which, it has been said, has reached an impasse 
(Bellamy, 2003; 2005). This thesis will resuscitate the debate through empirical research 
10 Buzan discusses the alternate views of pluralism and solidarism being either mutually exclusive or at 
opposite ends of the same spectrum (Buzan, 2004: 45-60). This will be discussed in more detail in the 
following chapter. 
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relating to key normative elements of international society - again, the research findings 
caused this thesis to move beyond the pluralist and solidarist framework as it is entrenched 
ininternational society. " This is discussed in more detail in chapter 7. 
This thesis examines the discourses of presidential justifications, focussing on the 
normative reference points of these justifications. The referential norms underpin the three 
pillars to greater or lesser degrees and as a result references to these norms, especially given 
the gravity of the use of force in international relations, explicitly indicate the extension or 
reduction of international society towards either world society or international system. 12 
International law and human rights justifications for example underpin international society 
to varying degrees, whereas egoist morality justifications point to the elevation of systemic 
relationships, hierarchy or coercive solidarism (Dunne, 2007: 139; Clark, 2005: 156). 13 
Importantly, the discourse or language of justification can also be seen as a norm. This 
thesis researches the language deployed by US presidents and will reveal the extent to 
which a 'standard' normatively charged langilage is utilised. In-this sense language itself 
becomes normative as US presidents will, taking Wheeler's position, refer to plausible 
legitimation, expressed in a common language (Wheeler, 2000: 287). In this way it is also 
possible to trace norm elevation and creation through changes in the justificatory language 
itself, particularly in terms of the referent object of the justifications. 
This thesis has undertaken empirically rich research and therefore adds to the English 
School on this basis alone. However, the thesis will also explore the dominance of norms, 
the justificatory discourse and the practice of war, all in order to apply empirical evidence 
to the theoretical assumptions of the English School. 
Before concluding this section, a discussion of legitimacy is required. According to 
Hurrell, legitimacy is an "extremely slippery concept" but is 
11 It is interesting for example to note that Bellamy's chapter titled "Whither International Society" refers at 
length to solidarism and pluralism, international and world society but at no stage mentions international 
sýstern (Bellamy, 2005). 
This extension or reduction includes shifts within international society towards a more pluralist or solidarist 
osition. 
3 Coercive solidarism will be discussed in more detail below 
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crucial if we are to understand the nature of states' interests and how they change; the way in which 
the game of power politics is so structured; and the character of the pervasive conflict over values 
that so disrupts efforts to capture shared interests and to secure the stable management of unequal 
power (Hurrell, 2005: 17). 
Legitimacy is not just about accepting or following rules, but involves considerations of 
interest and power, the latter of which is especially important as it is "the existence of an 
international order reflecting unequal power and involving the use of coercive force that 
creates the need for legitimation in the first place" and that legitimacy must be seen "as 
much a part of the messy world of politics as of the idealised world of legal or moral 
debate" (Hurrell, 2005: 16). 
In relation to the use of force Hurrell discerns five "dimensions of legitimacy" (Hurrell, 
2005: 18). This thesis contributes to the legitimacy literature by examining which norms 
(the building blocks of legitimacy) are being elevated at which historical juncture (Clark, 
2005: chapter 1). It therefore focuses on Hurrell's fifth dimension of legitimacy which: 
has to do with giving reasons and with persuasion ... Legitimacy is about providing persuasive 
reasons as to why a course of action, a rule, or a political order is right and appropriate (Hurrell, 
2CT05: 23-24). 
As he points out legitimacy is accepted "because of some normative understanding or 
process of understanding" (Hurrell, 2005: 16). The theoretical focal Point of this thesis is on 
the three pillars of the English School. However, given the relationship between 
justifications and legitimacy it is important to look, at least in part, at the legitimacy 
literature within the English School and contribute where appropriate - particularly in terms 
of the work of Clark and Hurrell (Clark, 2005; Hurrell, 2005). Clark argues that 
legitimacy thus denotes the existence of international society. Separately, the actors within 
international society are engaged in endless strategies of legitimation, in order to present certain 
activities or actions as legitimate (Clark, 2005: 2). 
Of the components of legitimacy this is in many ways "the most important element", that 
"U]ustification and reasoning are fundamental" to legitimacy because it is "what people 
accept because of some normative understanding" (Hurrell, 2005: 16). For Hurrell, within 
this component of reasons and persuasion lies the issue of language. As he argues, 
languageis 
central to the immensely difficult task of imposing some minimum rationality on the chaos and 
contingency of political life and to understanding the perverse internal logics of power and the 
destructive role of rhetoric in political affairs (Hurrell, 2005: 25). 
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This thesis will contribute to our understanding of the basis of legitimacy through its 
analysis of language as deployed by US presidents; thereby revealing the elevation of 
norms at distinct historical periods and locating the basis of legitimacy in each case. Where 
is legitimacy to be found? Is it the very basis of intemational society or do other referent 
points exist? This thesis will examine the use of force in IR - an act which exposes 
normative foundations like no other event in IR. Through the analysis of the four cases it 
will become apparent where the US, the leading post-Cold War state seeks to seat its 
legitimacy, thereby pointing not only to legitimacy but also to the nature of the 
international order (Hurrell, 2005: 17). As Ikenberry argues, "the recent wars in Kuwait, 
Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq were dense with claims and counterclaims about the 
legitimacy of military action" (Ikenberry, 2005). This thesis therefore exposes the 
normative framework to which US presidents are speaking, and thereby the strength of the 
respective norms which constitute the international system, society and world society 
(Clark, 2005: 7). If international society is constituted by legitimacy, then clearly the extent 
to which the norms foundational to each English School pillar are referenced will speak to 
the existence and position of legitimacy. 
There is in Clark's argument an understanding that all justifications point to the reality of 
international society and to some extent this is true, but what this thesis will research is the 
normative reference points of the justificatory discourse and what these norms are referent 
to. In this sense, legitimacy can be sought in cosmopolitan human rights, international law, 
empire or vital security interests, all of which would point to a form of society but not 
necessarily the Wightian international society pillar, reflecting Little's argument above that 
empire for example can be seen in tenns of society, or perhaps that an empire can emerge 
parallel to society in the form of an entrenching hierarchy (Little, 2005: 5 1). Alternatively, 
the justificatory discourse could be seen to use as its referent object norms which are not 
reflective of international society, and utilising Buzan's wheel can be seen to fall rather into 
the international system segment and the very process of legitimation indicates the 
ascendant pillar (see Clark, 2005: 7). 
Returning to Hurrell, this thesis will examine through the justificatory discourse and 
practice of war what Hurrell calls the "problem of legitimacy" which "arises precisely 
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because of the unstable and problematic relationship between law and morality on the one 
side and law and power on the other" (Hurrell, 2005: 17). The relationship between 
legitimacy and power is central to the debate on the use of force; -the Cold War showed the - 
importance of norms (balance of power, spheres of influence) which contravened legal 
rules; the post-Cold War saw the elevation of moral and legal norms (international law and 
human rights) while 9/11, where national security is prioritised, witnessed that the demands 
of order and power are prior to law and universal human rights (Hurrell, 2005: 17). Clark 
argues that legitimacy "constrains power, but also enables it; power suffuses legitimacy, but 
does not empty it of normative contenf '(Clark, 2005: 4). As Clark argues, legitimacy 
cannot be divorced from power. Legitimacy constrains power, while also being an important 
element of it ... It is, in any case, only within the context of power relations that legitimacy becomes 
relevant at all ... power and norms interact in the practice of legitimacy (Clark, 2005: 21). 
This thesis will explore the relationship between law, power and morality through the 
justifications made by US presidents. What is the core justificatory focus of each 
intervention? Has law, morality or power been central to the justifications and practice of 
war? These are questions which the case studies will address. 
Methodology 
Grix attempts to "demystify" graduate research, part of which entails a clear discussion of 
the 'tools of the trade' being ontology, epistemology and methodology (Grix, 2001: 26-29). 
Grix's clear portrayal, showing how epistemology flows from ontology and similarly 
methodology from epistemology, although helpful cannot be extended to all theoretical 
approaches to international relations. 14 Little states that the ES starts from a 
methodological rather than ontological position, in order that the methodological pluralism 
can be mapped onto a common reality and not be held separate (Little, 1995: 15; 1998: 76). 
Interestingly he states that 
it can be argued that neither natural nor social scientists need to worry too much about the issue. All 
they need to be confident about is that they are employing an appropriate methodology given the 
nature of the phenomenon under investigation (Little, 2000: 417, footnote 15). 
14 Smith for example, describes this as "tricky ground" but sees ontology and epistemology as co-existing, 
while Grix is more traditional in seeing a clear progression from ontology to epistemology to methodology 
(Smith, 1996: 18; Grix, 2001: 26-29). 
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Jackson argues that the classical approach does not have an "explicit methodology in the 
scientific meaning of the term", but rather an "interpretive or reflectivist attitude to 
scholarship", "characterised by explicit reliance upon the exercise of judgement" (Jackson, 
2007: 285-286; Bull, 2000: 255; Dunne, 2007: 130-133). The ES should be seen to study IR 
from the three different, but interlinked, perspectives of international system, international 
society and world society, with none being given ontological priority (Little, 1995: 15). 
Each of these three perspectives is analysed using different methodologies and hence the 
ES is strengthened by a methodological pluralism which adopts elements of positivism, 
interpretivism and critical theory, encouraging ways to link "apparently disparate bodies of 
knowledge and understanding" (Little, 2000: 404-415; Buzan, 2004: 10,25; Bellamy, 
2005: 294). 15 Wight stated that the realist tradition concentrated on the "actual, what is, 
rather than ideal" with "reliance" on the inductive method (Wight, 1991: 17). 
Interpretivism is required to analyse the language which is so central to international 
relations, drawing on the "language used in a given international society in order to identify 
and then understand the significance of the interests, values, rules and institutions that 
prevail" (Little, 2000: 409). Critical analysis is rooted in the ES' search for justice, in 
seeing humans as the core subject of international relations, particularly in its solidarist 
form and indicates the analysis of a subject with the improvement of human life as its goal. 
As Little writes "the English School has taken on a critical theory dimension because the 
debate reflects a profound concern about the potential for human emancipation" (Little, 
2000: 414). Little argues that it "may appear" perverse to discuss positivism in relation to 
the English School given Bull's writings against the scientific method, but in the case of 
this thesis the two are not to be equated, and refers rather to the analysis of "recurrent and 
repetitious patterne' in the justifications for intervention (Little, 2000: 404; Wight, 
1966: 26). The thesis rests on data collection analysis, but it is the more important 
interpretation and critical engagement with this data that reveals the pluralist methodology 
of the English School. As none of the three pillars is privileged, it follows that a 
methodological strength of the ES is that even if a study is located within international 
society it is still seen to operate within a context in which the other two pillars exist and 
thus the methodological focus of each pillar can be brought to bear on the research (Little, 
2000: 402; Bull, 2002: 22). The ES thus offers a pluralist methodology through which it is 
15 Jackson comments that the classical ES can accommodate any theory (and thereby its methodology) except 
those which "explicitly repudiate the classical tradition itself' (Jackson, 1998: 215-6). 
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possible to examine intervention post-9/11 utilising interpretivism, critical theory and 
positivism to varying degrees (Resus-Smit, 2004: 86; Wheeler, 2004; Dunne and Wheeler, 
2004). 16 
The examination of justifications and legitimation are central to this thesis, and following 
Jackson, Wheeler and Little, it is the language or discourse used to communicate this 
legitimation which must be analysed (Jackson, 2000; Wheeler, 2000; Little, 2000). In each 
case the discourse of the respective president is examined and categorised drawing out and 
categorizing all justifications for intervention as well as the normatively empowered 
descriptive statements in which the justifications are situated. These statements are the 
foundations on which justifications are built as the justifications do not exist in a vacuum, 
but rather in a broader discourse. For example, humanitarian justifications were found in 
both clear references to "human rights" or statements such as "preventing the killing of 
civilians" as well as in less defined statements such as "to help the poor souls". While 
these less defined statements were more problematic it was necessary to code them in order 
to establish a more comprehensive understanding of the justificatory discourse. This thesis 
analyses Presidential justificatory discourses and not a wider analysis of US government 
representatives or institutions such as the State Department of Department of Defense. 
While it is accepted that a wider analysis of the justifications for war would have added an 
empirical richness to the thesis, this was problematic for a number of reasons. First, this 
thesis seeks to analyse the discourses for war. In each case, multiple discourses may exist, 
but it is the president's which carries the most authority and which can be seen as the 
official position of the US government, especially in matters of war. Second, the various 
administrations were differentially positioned in terms of the influence of the various 
advisers to the president. It is for example difficult to compare the shunned Powell's 
influence post-9/11 with the shifting role of Albright in Kosovo or the influence of Baker - 
a clear friend of the first Bush president - in the Gulf War: all held the same political 
position but differed markedly in terms of their influence on presidential policy. While 
each president was influenced to varying degrees by their advisers, it is in the presidential 
discourse that this influence can be seen to be explicitly stated and as this is the subject 
being interrogated, is the most important. Presidential discourses are comparable across the 
16 Jackson points out that the classical approach must be seen as prior to positivism, relying on empirical 
evidence but rejecting the application of natural science to the social (Jackson, 2000). Steve Smith states that 
ES writers "never bought into the positivist assumptions that dominated the discipline" (Smith, 1995: 11). 
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cases, each having to justify the use of force by the US, yet a similar comparison across 
cases in reference to other members of the administration is far more problematic - how is 
the extent of each official's political and discursive power to be evaluated or compared 
across cases? Third, insider accounts of presidential meetings, for example between Bush 
and his closest advisers post 9-11 reveal a very clear authority structure with the president 
in control of government policy, explicitly rebuffing ideas contrary to his own including 
those made by senior administration members - Cheney and Wolfowitz's position on Iraq 
in late 2001 being a clear example of this (Woodward, 2002). Forth, the decision to 
examine the presidential justifications was also pragmatic. Presidential discourses are 
widely available and well organised in searchable databases - this includes not only official 
statements or speeches but all public engagements. It was therefore possible to ensure a 
complete analysis of the justificatory discourses of the presidents. No such comparable 
data exists for other government officials especially for pre-2001 and it would not, 
consequently, have been possible to ensure a comprehensive analysis of justifications. 
Research into these officials would likely reflect the most (subjectively) important or 
controversial statements which would present a skewed understanding of the overall 
justificatory discourse, lacking both nuance and depth of analysis, both of vital importance 
to this thesis. In addition, such research would have added a significant research burden 
which this thesis could not hope to undertake, with the analysis of practice alongside the 
justifications being more important for the overall focus of the thesis than a wider analysis 
of government officials. 
Each case presented different methodological challenges. When conducting the research 
for the Gulf War, President George W. H. Bush's library had been completed, the contents 
of which included a complete electronic archive of all public documentation from his 
administration. The library did not however have an adequate search function and several 
mistakes were found to have occur-red when sourcing references to the Gulf War. In order 
to avoid any omissions, every document of Bush's presidency for the pertinent dates was 
therefore manually searched for references to Saddam, Hussein, Iraq or Kuwait. President 
Clinton's library proved inadequate for researching justifications for the Kosovo 
intervention. The US Government Printing Office's on-line resource, a database which 
includes all official documents produced by the Clinton administration, was therefore 
25 
used. 17 This source also lacked an efficient search engine and thus every document relating 
to Kosovo, Milosevic, Serbia and Montenegro, NATO and the US armed forces was 
examined for justifications. While President G. W. Bush's public documents could all be 
sourced on the White House web-page as well as through the GPO Access database, the 
American Presidency Project by Wooley and Peters was found to be more accurate in 
searching for documents relating to both Afghanistan and Iraq (Wooley and Peters, 1999). 18 
For the Afghanistan War all documents containing the word Afghanistan, bin Laden, al 
Qaeda, Taliban, evil or terror were read and categorised. Finally, for the Gulf War, 
Saddam, Hussein, Iraq, al Qaeda, terror, 'weapons of mass destruction' or evil were 
searched for and again all documents containing any of these words were read for 
justifications. The documents containing the above key words were read in full and all 
references to the relevant war or intervention were extracted and placed in spreadsheet 
format with reference to the date and source document. Once all references had been 
collated they were analysed for justifications and these justifications were allocated to 
various categories. The categories were inductive, emerging from the data and were not 
imposed prior to compiling the data. The references were analysed for both explicit key 
phrases which were easily assigned to categories, such as "international peace and 
security", "promoting democracy", "in our national interesf 'as well as to other justificatory 
statements which pointed to the various categories. As the categorisation was inductive, it 
was only in the analysis of the justifications that the categories were established and it is 
only in having read all the justifications that they could be assigned as the patterns of 
discourse became obvious. This was a key benefit of analysing the complete justificatory 
discourse of the US presidents and not just key speeches as a far more nuanced and deep 
understanding of the justifications could be reached. Where justificatory statements were 
found, these were each given a count of one and hence a document could have none, one or 
several justifications per category, with each entire document, paragraph or indeed sentence 
containing single or multiple justifications or descriptive statements in which the 
justifications were embedded. The assigned counts were then totalled per category per 
month and represented in table form as will be shown in the chapters below. An example 
of this codification, a section of the Iraq War analysis can be found in Appendix 1. 
17 President Clinton's public papers can be viewed at http: //www. gpoaccess. jzov/pubpapers/wiclinton. htmi. 
18 See http: //www. presidency. ucsb. edu. 
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The categorisation of the first case study, the Gulf War, led to four categories, being 
national interest; international law or norms; human rights or humanitarianism; and egoist 
morality. All justifications were grouped into these four areas. The subsequent cases all 
required an increase in the number of categories and will be discussed in the relevant 
chapter below. The first category includes all justifications relating to national interest and 
are principally those justifications relating to national or economic security. The second 
category includes those justifications which explicitly refer to, or set themselves in, 
international law or norms (apart from human rights). The third category contains those 
justifications which are made with reference to human rights, for intervening for 
humanitarian reasons. In some cases this category proved to be more complex to compile 
than anticipated as will be discussed below. The last category, the least self-explanatory, 
can be seen as an expression of, but wider than, US exceptionalism. It is those perceptions 
of the good which the US represents and which are often intended to be internationalised 
for the benefit of all. The justifications in this category reference a morality or state of 
being which while perhaps also located elsewhere, finds its best expression in, and defence 
by, the US. 
As already stated each case required an expansion of the categories as the justificatory 
discourse could not adequately be contained within the previous categories. These changes 
in categorisation were for both practical and empirical reasons. The cases were researched 
and written up individually, with the first being completed before the next was undertaken, 
hence the cases were categorised according to the justificatory discourse that each case 
presented. Importantly, this methodology helped to isolate the cases in terms of 
categorisation, not imposing later contextual considerations onto earlier cases. While the 
later additional categories could have been imposed post-facto on the earlier cases, this was 
unnecessary as the later categories were not utilised in the earlier chapters for the very 
reason that they were not required. To increase the size of tables with various categories 
with zero entries would have been largely meaningless as the changes in categories are in 
themselves an interesting fact with regards to the differences between the tables. It would 
also have been possible to create less distinct categories in which to accommodate the 
changing justificatory discourse. However, this categorisation would have hidden the 
nuance of the justificatory discourses which was very important to the overall research 
endeavour and to the understanding of each case and more particularly in terms of 
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identifying a shift in the justifications being used across 9/11. In each case however the 
justifications are presented in both expanded and condensed form, the first revealing the 
range and nuance -of justifications, the second allowing comparison across the four core 
categories of international law, human rights, national interest and egoist morality. In this 
way a comprehensive categorisation ofjustifications for each case was made. 
Little states that "[o]nce the significance of language is acknowledged, then the methods 
associated with hermeneutics and interpretivism come to the fore" (Little, 2000: 409). 
There are of course problems associated with an interpretivist methodology, particularly the 
attempt to gain an "inside view", but this is handled particularly well by Jackson and 
Wheeler, which will be followed in this thesis (Little, 2000: 409; Jackson, 2000; Wheeler, 
2000). 19 Buzan adds a constructivist epistemology and historical methods approach to this 
hermeneutics orientation, which correlates with the pluralist methodology of the ES and 
this thesis (Buzan, 2004: 7). This methodological pluralism does not however detract from a 
commitment to empirical research, which this thesis undertakes, answering the call for the 
English Scljool "to yield more in the way of empirical analysis of contemporary 
international society" (Bellamy, 2005: 294). 
In terms of methods, this thesis makes use of a qualitative approach utilising case studies 
and triangulation. Despite the classical approach's ideal of disengagement with the topic 
under study, it does recognise that the "theorist of human affairs is a human being who can 
never divorce himself or herself completely from human relations: he or she is inside the 
subjecf' (Hollis and Smith, 1990 quoted in Jackson, 1995: 208; Jackson, 2007: 285-9). 
Triangulation works on the basis that sources are all tainted by biases, priorities and 
experiences and therefore cannot provide an accurate account of a situation or event, and is 
in this way, by definition, contrasted to positivism. However, through utilising 
triangulation it is possible to collect data from sufficient sources and different Perspectives 
such that the hypotheses or research questions can be verified to a greater degree of 
certainty, reducing the amount of speculation required (Grix, 2001: 84-5; Yin, 1994: 92). 
19 Little writes that ES members have traditionally been methodologically unselfconscious of the problems 
involved with obtaining this inside view (Little, 2000: 409). Jackson and Wheeler's dealing with the "inside 
view" is dealt with in more detail in chapter 2. 
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The pluralist methodology of this thesis and the methods to be used are similar to the 'as if 
positivism suggested by Michael Mann, in which the problematic relationship between data 
and theory as well as the "insecure epistemological bases of social science" are recognised, 
but the essential activity of research continues; research can still be challenged and 
discussed, but by necessity must first be carried out (Mann, 1995: 221-2). The classical 
English School in particular is not a "question of applying social science models", but 
rather a matter of studying the "history of international relations as it is experienced by the 
people involved, the most important of whom are statespeople" (Jackson and Sorensen, 
2007: 130). As Jackson and Sorensen argue, problems of intervention "can be studied 
normatively ... But they cannot be studied scientifically because they are essentially human 
issues and are thus value-laden" (Jackson and Sorensen, 2007: 134). 
In terms of the evidence that was collected, this can be seen in two distinct parts. First, 
following the classical methodology utilised by Wheeler and Jackson, this thesis focuses on 
the paper trails of state leaders, in these cases the presidents of the US (Wheeler, 2002; 
Jackson, 2000; 2007). Like Wheeler, "the starting point for this study is the actors' 
justifications, because they identify the reasons that states believe they can legitimately 
invoke to justify their actions" (Wheeler, 2000: 6). This approach seeks to understand the 
actions of states-people through historical empirical methods, including a comprehension of 
the context in which the subject operates (Jackson, 2000: 91,93). What this thesis explores 
are therefore not merely normative ideas, but rather, following Bull, the normative ideas 
"that practitioners believed in and sought to implement" (Dunne, 2007: 132). While it 
would be nalve to think that motivations are solely discernible from public 
pronouncements, there is no doubt that the justifications given for intervention reflect the 
intentions of the interveners, particularly when interrogated within the context. These 
justifications are the "specific empirical subject" which this research is theorising (Jackson, 
2000: 93). It is not possible to capture the motivation behind foreign policy justifications 
given by US presidents as the justifications may or may not reflect the true motivations. 
But this is not the focus of this thesis which follows Jackson in arguing that: 
One can never be certain of underlying motives for diplomatic decisions, and no doubt there were 
various and conflicting foreign-policy considerations by the states involved in that episode, 
especially the great powers. For ... normative inquiry, however, the motives are less important than 






It is the justifications which indicate the location of legitimacy and the strength of particular 
norms which underpin international society, international system and world society. The 
practice of intervention also provides some indication of the interplay between motives and 
justifications (Wheeler, 2000: 2). Second, the public justifications of intervention are a 
good source for appreciating the emergence of new norms. Norms are not tangible, but are 
rather the product of actions entrenching themselves in society through continued use and 
observation (Jackson, 2000: 79). The language of justification and the processes utilised in 
seeking legitimisation can help us to discern normative developments. Actors reflect their 
intentions in, interact and create norm-creating processes through language and public 
statements are therefore of the utmost importance in this research (Hall, 2003: 74). Publicly 
available records relating to written instructions, proposals, debates, voting and transcripts 
of interviews will therefore be scrutinised to achieve this goal. Taking Wheeler's lead, this 
thesis focuses on the extent to which the US legitimates its intervention through 
justificatory norms and how this legitimation is reflected in practice, while concurrently 
assessing whether the norms are independent of the will of powerful states (Wheeler, 
2000: 6,8). 
The methodology may be "a scientifically imperfect procedure but remains the only method 
to deal adequately with human faculties and ideas", which are of course central to a study 
of norms and discourse (Sofer, 2002: 146). Finnegan similarly argues that little can be said 
in international relations except through an "imperfect process of perception and intuition" 
(Finnegan, 1972: 42; Jackson and Sorensen, 2007: 285-289). This approach is also 
appropriate because it allows an historical account which concentrates on the intentional 
actions of actors, as well as affording a suitable method for "identifying the causes of 
historical change by focussing on the reasons for change" (Spegele, 2005: 96). 
Furthermore, a classical ES approach requires such investigations of justifications and 
discourse to be framed by knowledge of the relevant norms of international society 
(Jackson, 2000: 93). This connects the thesis to wider theoretical questions which are more 
critical than empirical evidence, but which can only be undertaken on the basis of factual 
research (Jackson, 2000: 93,96). This thesis will attempt to follow Wight and Bull, who as 
6classical representatives' in the ES are distinctive in "their open-mindedness and even- 
handedness in considering important values: their view is inclusive and holistic" (Jackson, 
2001: 83). 
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The second element of the research is to examine the practice of the interventions. While 
public statements of intent and justification are useful, it is imperative that the practice of 
intervention is analysed as the actions of the interveners provide evidence of the plausibility 
of the initial justifications and more importantly indicate whether the justificatory discourse 
has an effect on the practice of war itself. Does the practice of war shift as justifications 
shift, or remain unaltered regardless of the justifications; do elevated human rights 
justifications result in greater care being taken for civilian and military casualties; does a 
focus on international law result in a greater adherence to the laws of war and/or human 
rights? These are the questions which an analysis of practice can help to answer. In this 
way this thesis sets itself apart from the approach taken by Wheeler, who utilises the ideas 
of Quentin Skinner and undertakes a "broad-based constructivist approach" and specifically 
seeks to examine Skinner's claim that "any course of action is inhibited from occurring if it 
20 cannot be legitimate&' (Wheeler, 2000: 7; Skinner, 1988: 117). While further application 
of the empirical findings of this thesis are possible with regards to this constructivist 
approach, this thesis is interested in what is being 5aid in justifying war and where this 
discourse sites legitimacy, essentially asking questions which precede those posed by 
Wheeler and Skinner. The Iraq War would certainly seem to counter Skinner's claim, or 
more tellingly to require a more flexible account of legitimacy than Wheeler allows. What 
is the locality of this legitimating language? If it is to international law, then restraint can 
be expected, but if legitimacy is found in other areas, whether national interest, western 
ideas of human rights or egoist statements the nature of intervention and level of restraint 
may well be profoundly altered. Examining the practice of intervention in light of the 
justifications is important because it is thereby possible to examine the restraint, or lack 
thereof, of practice which can be examined through the lens of the preceding qualifying 
justifications rather than merely stopping at the place of asking if an action will be inhibited 
if it cannot be legitimated. The examination of practice and justifications together therefore 
allow a more nuanced understanding in terms of where legitimacy is located, not presuming 
an international law character of legitimacy. This approach also encourages engagement 
with that which requires the most significant critical deliberation - the use of force and 
20 This is not to state in any way that the approach of Wheeler is misplaced, rather quite the contrary, in that 
its application is very important to the understanding of norms and the power of norms to restrain practice, but 
this thesis sees the constructivist interpretation of the research findings being an area of further study to be 
undertaken in post-doctoral research. 
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humanitarian suffering, hence engaging both hermeneutically and critically with the act of 
intervention. In particular, this approach makes it possible to analyse the cosmopolitan 
agenda and evaluate -the extent to which actions motivated by a liberal democratic state 
reflect the language used. This section will rely on press reports, government and military 
releases, NGO reports, academic literature and other relevant sources. 
Any and all sources relevant to the pursuit of facts, as much as they are possible to discern, 
will be used to test the hypotheses and answer the research questions stated below. This 
research deals with people, states and institutions. People are the inhabiting agent in both 
states and institutions and, following the ES approach, are vital for the decisions that they 
make (Jackson, 2000: 9). It is only in exploring deep within the actions of the actors that we 
truly can discern whether there has been a shift in the approach to intervention post-9/11 
(Harris, 2002: 8). 
Each chapter includes a brief background account of each intervention, an exainination of 
the Presidential justifications, the response of the LJNSC to each intervention, an 
examination of the practice of war and finally an application of the empirical research to 
the English School's three pillars. 
Hypotheses 
Through an analysis of case studies this thesis will show to which extent the solidarist or 
pluralist position is more reflective of the reality of contemporary international politics, in 
effect attempting to identify where international society is currently positioned on the 
spectrum between international system and world society in terms of military intervention. 
Hypothesis 1, Pluralism ascendant: Military intervention post-9/11 reveals the essential 
anarchic character of international society, the character of which is reflected in adherence 
to the norms of sovereignty and non-intervention unless national interest requires 
otherwise. Norms relating to justice and human rights are desirable, but possible only 
when convenient to the interests of the state in the context of the nature of threats which it 
faces. International system is ascendant relative to world society. 
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Hypothesis 2, Pluralist/Solidarist in balance: Military intervention post-9/11 confirms the 
emergence of new justificatory norms relating to the use of force, particularly humanitarian 
norms, which are used alongside traditional justificatory norms. - These norms are utilised 
for the legitimation of intervention, work as a constraining and guiding force on the 
practice of the use of force, but are ultimately contextually limited. 
Hypothesis 3, Solidarism ascendant: Military intervention post-9/11 confirms the 
ascendancy of solidarism in international society, as states are prevented from acting unless 
such action is legitimated by reference to exiting norms and principles, particularly 
humanitarianism. World society is ascendant relative to the system. 
This thesis started on the presumption that any of the three hypotheses could be shown to 
be more accurate or that any combination of the hypotheses may best reflect the empirical 
evidence. The hypotheses are discussed in the conclusion of each case as well as in the 
concluding chapter. As will be revealed, these hypotheses proved to be inadequate to the 
research findings, being based principally on international society and thus unable to 
adequately accommodate the aspects of international system and world society revealed in 
the research. 
Furthermore, this thesis explores the extent to which 9/11 can be viewed as having had a 
fundamental effect on international society and the practice of military intervention - 
essentially a "Rubicon" moment in world history. The case studies will show that this is 
indeed the case in respect of justifying war, with the change in justificatory discourse 
exceeding the expectations held prior to the research being undertaken. The practice of war 
shifts significantly but cannot as easily be seen as a Rubicon moment. This shift in 
Justificatory discourse is particularly revealed in a post-9/11 shift away from international 
law and human rights, both heavily referenced prior to 9/11. The response to 9/11 had a 
dramatic effect on the unifying tendencies of the post-Cold War period; a unity weakened 
by Kosovo declined further following the actions of the US in response to 9/11. In 
particular a post-Cold War norm of humanitarian intervention was emerging which stalled 
as a result of the emergence of more narrowly defined justifications for intervention. 
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The research will also show that while the practice could be seen to contradict the 
justifications given to legitimate intervention, and that this diminishes the authenticity of 
the legitimating discourse, a more nuanced understanding of practice in respect of a rich 
empirical consideration of the justificatory discourses will show that the practice of 
intervention is not significantly contradictory in any of the cases. 
State of Knowledge 
Chapter 2 of this thesis looks in detail at the relevant literature. This section will therefore 
only briefly highlight various key points. The ES can, in relation to intervention, be 
broadly divided into solidarist and pluralist positions. Both positions operate with the same 
terminology, but value norms differently. John Vincent, Nicholas Wheeler, Tommy 
Knudsen, Andrew Linklater and Alex Bellamy represent the solidarist wing of the ES 
which seeks to place human rights prior to and separate from the rights of states, with 
Wheeler's "Saving Strangers" exemplifying the solidarist position (Wheeler, 2000). The 
pluralist 'opposite' is best exemplified by Robert Jackson, whosc Yhe Global Covenant is 
similarly useful for its comparative examination of intervention in exploring whether the 
nature of security, war and intervention is changing (Jackson, 2000: 249-293; MacFarlane, 
2002: 66). He is joined, to different degrees, in his pluralist sentiments by Hedley Bull, 
Adam Roberts, Andrew Hurrell and Mohammed Ayoob. This thesis will, by the nature of 
its research, be in a position to comment on the extent to which the solidarist or pluralist 
position better represents the empirical evidence relating to international society through 
the examination of intervention. 
The Four Cases and Actor 
This section outlines the selection of the four cases and actor researched in this thesis. 
Through a case-study approach we are better placed to understand the factors which 
operated in specific geographic and temporal moments, but even if each case is unique in 
its historic context, there do exist common factors and forces which operate to a greater or 
lesser degree in each case. Not only a case study, but a multiple case study is therefore 
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important. By looking at various cases it will be possible to test the hypotheses of this 
paper (Berg, 2004: 257-8). 
For replication, generalizability, commonality and interest this thesis examines the US as 
actor across all the cases, maintaining a logical consistency of the same unit across the 
cases. The US is vital to a study of military intervention. This research examines whether 
there has been a shift in US military intervention post-9/11 in terms of how the 
interventions are justified and carried out. One cannot consider 9/11 and not the US. The 
US was the target of 9/11 and has made the greatest response to those attacks. Given its 
military might, centrality in 9/11 and subsequent military actions undertaken throughout the 
world, the US must be the unit of analysis for this thesis. 
Given that this study involves an exploration of whether there exists a changing nature of 
intervention across 9/11, it is important to have cases of intervention both pre- and post- 
9/11, which enables this thesis to determine whether 9/11 is a critical event in that it 
impacted on the cases under observation. To this end the thesis has chosen four critical 
cases of military intervention, two before 9/11 and two after 9/11. Each of the cases has 
one central commonality - they are all instances of military intervention by the US. They 
are all also typologically or analytically important. 
The first case is the Gulf War between Iraqi and US led coalition forces in 1991. This case 
marked a dramatic break from the practice of states during the Cold War. This was the first 
major conflict endorsed by the UN since the end of the Cold War and marked a spirit of co- 
operation between the members of the UNSC. The intervening force itself was massive, 
numbering in the hundreds of thousands and the intensity of the action undertaken makes 
this a remarkable case. The Gulf War also provides useful linkages with the Iraq War in 
terms of comparing cases across 9/11. 
The second case is the intervention in Kosovo in 1999. The intervention was undertaken by 
NATO in response to claims of ethnic cleansing by FRY and Serbian forces. This 
intervention is of great interest to this study because it was justified by nonnative principles 
which had suffered as a result of the reaction of the US to the death of its soldiers in, and 
consequent withdrawal from, Somalia. It is also an interesting case because it reveals a 
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substantial rift in the international community as reflected in its failure to obtain UN 
approval. This created an interesting legal and moral conundrum because it involved a 
group of states justifying an action as humanitarian, but acting without LJNSC permission 
(Wheeler, 2003: 41). Kosovo is particularly interesting therefore because it raises the 
possibility that it was illegal, yet legitimate. Its humanitarian characteristics, lack of UN 
approval and indeed its very nature (high-altitude bombing of civil targets) result in its 
ability to cast fascinating insights into justifications and the operation of intervention on the 
international stage. Kosovo is useful as a theory-testing case as it seemed able to fuel both 
solidarist and pluralist arguments about military intervention. It is also justifiable because 
of its scale and intensity with a huge number of forces being used in the bombing runs and 
post-war peace-monitoring/keeping. 
The following two cases are of intervention post-9/1 1. The US and some allies intervened 
in Afghanistan in an action which was not mandated by the UN but appeared to receive 
"backhanded UN endorsement" (MacFarlane, 2002: 57). This lack of a UN mandate makes 
the case intrinsically interesting in that although involving intervention in a sovereign state 
it did not result in widespread condemnation, in effect approving of the conquering of a 
"pariah" state in terms of "acceptable" political structures (MacFarlane, 2002: 35). This 
lack of criticism is of vital importance in exploring the possibility of a normative shift 
behind the occurrence of military intervention. In addition, Afghanistan is important 
because the reaction of the member states of the UNSC in terms of their support for a 
shifting US foreign policy which reflected a shift in the justification of intervention differed 
markedly from Afghanistan to Iraq. 
The Iraq War is the fourth and final case. The Iraq War is intricately tied to the Gulf War. 
It is also possible to justify this case in terms of its extreme instance in which several states 
joined forces and intervened in a sovereign state under dubious circumstances and without 
consensus at a regional or international level which had been prevalent at some level in 
almost all major post-Cold War interventions. It is also a unique case providing 
opportunities to understand the nature of intervention post-9/11 which cannot be ignored, 
particularly as this case points directly to the foreign policy of the world's most powerful 
actor, the US (MacFarlane, 2002: 35). It also best represents the emergence of a policy of 
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pre-emption which can be seen as a critical factor in an analysis of a normative shift in 
intemational society post-9/1 I. 
Through this selection of cases this thesis is able to test thoroughly the theoretical 
framework of this work, has a richness and breadth of analysis not yet carried out across so 
many cases, and leads to a better understanding of US intervention post-9/1 1, particularly 
the extent to which normative changes have occurred in international relations, and thereby 
help us to better appreciate the conditions under which intervention does occur. 
No cases of non-intervention have been included in this research. This is for two reasons. 
First, this research is interested in the justifications for, and practice of, war. The 
justifications and practice are analysed for theoretical significance, but it is the 'story' 
which the justifications tell which is most important to this thesis. This does not negate the 
fact that acts of non-intervention would indicate normative development and have 
theoretical application, but it is specifically the use of force and the justifications for it that 
this thesis interrogates, presenting a commonality of research focus across the cases. In 
addition, the acts of intervention examined in this thesis are all cases where the actor has 
intervened, and through which therefore a justificatory discourse can be examined. It is 
problematic and difficult to establish which cases of non-intervention could be chosen. 
This thesis does not examine justifications in the light of broader understandings of why 
states intervene, but investigates how they legitimate intervening. It is not clear how to 
apply such an investigation to non-intervention. If the thesis investigated cases of 
humanitarian intervention, then cases of non-intervention in states where humanitarian 
abuses were taking place could certainly be chosen. However, this thesis looks at a myriad 
of cases chosen for the reasons already given, but principally for their scale and the impact 
they appear to have had on the norms of international society. It is also possible that cases 
of non-intervention could be chosen which would have very little justificatory discourse, 
which albeit interesting would make comparison across cases, in terms of justifications, 
meaningless; for obvious reasons, practice could also not be compared. Second, for 
pragmatic reasons, cases of non-intervention could not be included. In order to examine 
effectively the shifts in justificatory discourse at least three cases had to be studied. In 
order to sample adequately acts of non-intervention at least two if not three further cases 
would have to be included which would pose too significant a research target for the 
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limitations placed on this thesis. One case study has already been removed from the thesis 
for reason of word count limit and the inclusion of cases of non-intervention would make 
the thesis unfeasible. 
Sources 
As the focus of this research is on justifications for military intervention, the critical 
sources are those in which the legitimating discourse and decision making justifications are 
found. This thesis follows Moravcsik who looks to both 'hard' primary (preferable) and 
4soft' or secondary sources in order to "back up" observations that test the hypotheses of 
the research (Moravcsik, 1998: 10). In keeping with this approach the evidence to test the 
hypotheses draws from two major sources. First, the public statements of the relevant 
presidents were examined .21 Evidence from legislative debates and speeches in the US 
Congress and Senate were also used. Evidence was also gathered from speeches, 
discussions and voting patterns in the United Nations. Second, evidence from sources 
external to US leadership was analysed. This included primary and secondary source 
material such as: academic literature; media publications; commentators; NGOs; partners 
and opponents in the UN and military documents. 
An example of such sources with regard to the Gulf War therefore entailed examining the 
following evidence: speeches, press releases, national security publications, question and 
answer sessions by the president and senior staff, which are available electronically at the G 
H Bush Presidential Library. Congressional and Senatorial debates through: 
http: //foreiF-m. state. izov and http: Hstate. gov. Various public statements and relevant 
documents were also available from the US Department of Defence and the State 
Department. UNSC documentation relating to the war, such as resolutions, voting records 
and discussions was also available electronically. Reputable media sources such as The 
Telegraph, Guardian, Independent, Yhe International Herald Tribune, BBC and others 
provided some external evidence. NGO's such as Amnesty International, Human Rights 
Watch and the Crisis Group all provided useful reports and analysis. Secondary literature 
21 Moravcsik argues that sources which reveal direct evidence of decision making are most important 
(Moravcsik, 1998: 10). However, in keeping with the methodology of Wheeler and Jackson, this research 
looks to the public justifications as the primary reference point as these are vital to a normative enquiry which 
seeks to examine public legitimation. 
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on the war is vast with detailed bibliographies readily available, some of which run to over 
fifty pages. 
The thesis now turns to a discussion of the English School literature through which a 
further understanding of the use of force and where this thesis' contribution to the art will 
be more fully developed. 
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Chapter 2. State of the Knowledge 
The literature on military'intervention is vast, the theoretical approaches divergent. This 
indicates the importance of the topic for international relations; security; development; and 
society. This chapter is by necessity focussed on the main contributions to the English 
School understanding of intervention and will create a framework in which the knowledge 
relating to this subject can be understood in relation to the hypotheses being investigated. 
In addition, through an examination of the literature a number of theoretical issues 
highlighted in the previous chapter are brought to bear on this research. 
The English School literature relating to military intervention can largely be seen as a 
debate between the solidarist and pluralist tensions within the school (Vincent, 1974 and 
1986; Wheeler and Dunne, 1996: 98-100; Wheeler, 2000: 27-52; Knudsen, 1995: 8). The 
literature does not fall neatly into either camp as the tension between the two elements is to 
be found within single pieces of literature (Wheeler and Dunne, 1996: 107; Vincent, 1974, 
1986; Dunne, 1998; Wheeler, 1992; Wheeler and Dunne, 1996; Gonzalez-Pelaez and 
Buzan, 2003). However, it is still an effective division to make when examining the 
literature. Intervention is a profound catalyst to the debate on the central issues which 
divide solidarism from pluralism, being issues relating to sovereignty, non-intervention, 
human rights and international society. There are some commentators who see the 
solidarist/pluralist debate as being paralysed, and focussing in Bellamy's opinion, almost 
exclusively on humanitarian intervention (Bellamy, 2005: 291). It is therefore necessary to 
expand the traditional terms of reference of the solidarist/pluralist debate and to approach 
the act that is military intervention from a wider ES perspective in order that the debate can 
be more satisfactorily investigated. This thesis steps out of an international society 
constrained viewpoint to an analysis that incorporates a holistic classical English School 
approach. The cases are interrogated not just in terms of international society but all three 
pillars of the English School - judging whether Dunne is correct that the international 
system must be brought back into our understanding of the dynamics of IR or if our focus 
should be on world society (Dunne, 2003; Buzan, 2004,2005; Clark, 2005). It does this 
through its empirical analysis of the justifications for a range of interventions. 
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Dunne and Wheeler highlight the critical security studies' (CSS) view that criticises IR 
scholarships' substantial silence at the suffering experienced by the majority of the world's 
population (Dunne and Wheeler, 2004: 9). This critical approach is not left to the CSS, but 
rather the framework provided by the ES incorporates a critical approach, particularly in the 
work of Vincent and Wight and it is the critical nature of their work which must be retained 
in critiquing the workings of international society (Vincent, 1986,1974; Wight, 1991). 22 
The ES is well positioned in this way to seek an understanding of international relations but 
also to offer hope and suggest change, something which the CSS often fails to achieve. 
Booth is critical of international society and particularly its role in, and potential to 
eradicate, human suffering (Booth, 1995: 120-126). This thesis however follows Wheeler 
and Jackson in seeing international society as the best means by which to seek justice for all 
humanity, while at the same time ensuring order, but aligns closer to Wheeler and Dunne in 
seeking to progress towards justice through a critical approach to the society of states 
(Dunne and Wheeler, 2004; Wheeler, 1996; Jackson, 1995,2000). It is in understanding 
the tension between international system, society and world society that we are better 
positioned to interrogate critically intervention and the protection or neglect of humanity. 
This thesis' analysis of justifications reveals the centrality or extent of humanitarian 
justifications in each case and its analysis of practice reveals the impact of war on human 
suffering in relation to these justifications. 
Despite what is seen as a resurgence in ES scholarship in the late 1990's and early twenty- 
first century, the size of the scholarship is, relative to other theoretical approaches, still 
quite small when considered in the context of work addressing the use of force and 
intervention. The number of authors cited below is therefore at times fairly few (see figure 
2.2 on page 53). 23 
The framework of this chapter is divided into three key historical periods; 1945-1990 (the 
end of the Second World War to the end of the Cold War), 1991- 10 September 2001 (the 
period between the ending of the Cold War and the September 110' attacks) and 11 
September 2001 onwards with the second and third periods receiving more deliberation. 
22 Dunne cites Allot, Hurrell, Wxver, Rengger and Griffiths as critical international society theorists (Dunne, 
1995: 138-9). See Wheeler (1996: 127, footnote 28). 
23 For the few number of ES authors writing on intervention see Reus-Smit, 2004: 86. 
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The study of intervention is therefore seen as part of a historical continuum in which the 
nature and context of the later period is understood only through an appreciation of the 
previous, reflecting a teleological view of history advanced by ES and classical realist 
writers (Spegele, 2005: 97,99-110). The chapter now turns to a brief contextual summary 
before returning to the literature. 
1945-1990 
The horrific memories of World War One (WWI), the failure of the League of Nations and 
the devastation of World War Two (WW2) created a context in which the victorious allied 
powers sought a means by which war and intervention could in the future be prevented, or 
at the very least, controlled through collective security. Allied leaders had the power and 
will to create a new institution, the United Nations, through which it was anticipated that 
the response to acts of military aggression would be in terms of international law. The 
United Nations Charter attempted to establish the independence, equality and rights of 
states in the international system. These were developed primarily in the norm of 
sovereignty which gave the state a normative protection against intervention unless such 
intervention was authorised by the United Nations. The United Nations Charter states that 
"All members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force 
against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state" (UN, 1945: article 2). 
Under Chapter 7, the Charter, allows for "... such action by air, sea, or land forces as may 
be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security", as well as for "... the 
inherent right of individual or collective self-defence" (UN, 1945: articles 42 and 51). 
Post-1945 therefore, the only cause for intervention, unless authorised by the United 
Nations, was for self-defence by a member state or coalition of member states. As 
colonialism unravelled, more states were added to international society and norms such as 
sovereignty and non-intervention became more entrenched (Brown, 2002: 159; Dunne, 
1998: 148). 
The fear of repeating the devastation of WW2 was compounded by the increasing 
prevalence of nuclear weapons and the conflict between the US and USSR and their 
respective allies in what came to be termed the Cold War, both of which had a profound 
impact on military intervention. The military strength of the US and USSR, particularly 
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with the development of nuclear weapons, created an environment in which intervention 
was largely limited to areas in which the US and USSR forces were unlikely to become 
directly involved (Bull, 2002: 203). Both superpowers acted against international law in 
their spheres of influence; the USSR determined to keep Eastern Europe subjugated to its 
will (as interventions in Hungary and Czechoslovakia showed), while the US' actions in 
Guatemala, Cuba and Santa Domingo can be seen as examples of the United States overt 
24 interventionist practices (Jackson, 2000: 255,291; Bull, 2002: 215-216). Many saw US 
interventions in the context of the Cold War as necessary in that they were responses to 
aggressive communist intervention in the US' sphere of influence (Bull, 2002: 209-10; 
Waltz, 2000: 9). However, others such as Gaddis are critical of the US practice of aligning 
with "agents of injustice" against a communist conspiracy which "for the most part did not 
exist", calling into question the US' practice as against its rhetoric (Gaddis, 2003: 160-162). 
Jackson however concludes that besides the spheres of influence, the practice of 
intervention, and thereby acts against international law, was actually limited and 
international society remained closer to the norm of non-intervention. Jackson cites the low 
level of intervention in Africa as evidence of the post-J945 respect for the norms of 
sovereignty residing in the post-colonial states (Jackson, 2000: 257). This does however 
need to be linked to the importance of national interest and Bull's assertion that states acted 
against the norms of international society when vital national interests were threatened 
(Bull, 2002: 209). The norm of non-intervention was codified in international law, but such 
norms took second place to the requirement for intervention when ideologically required. 
The veto powers of the Great Powers lessened the effectiveness of the UNSC, reducing it at 
times to a state of inoperability (Wight, 1978: 218; Jackson, 2000: 203). No collective 
security action was possible if the interests of the superpowers were in conflict and the 
initiative of the United Nations was therefore nullified almost from the start (Boutros- 
Ghali, 1992: paragraph 75). Intervention could only take place in areas in which strategic 
interests were not so substantial as to risk a wider war, or in areas where co-operation was 
possible, the Korean War being the best example, explained by the temporary absence of 
the USSR from the UNSC (Best et al, 2004: 257). Any and all investigations into 
intervention in the period 1945-1990 must be seen in this context. 




The end of the Cold War resulted in a fundamental shift in IR. The ideological struggle 
between the two superpowers came to an end, with far reaching implications for the UN 
and the norm of non-intervention. Many of the issues and problems experienced in the 
post-war period were reduced and for a short period a new optimism emerged about the 
potential of the UN to perfonn its peace and security functions (Jackson, 2000: 259; 
Fukuyama, 1992). In the UNSC, instead of ideological confrontation and competition, 
there existed an atmosphere in which cooperation appeared possible and there occurred an 
increase in international involvement in armed conflicts as can be seen from the 
deployment of UN mandated peacekeepers (Jackson, 2000: 260). 
Mizure 2.1.: Number of Peacekepping Missions undertaken by the UN. 1948 to presen : 25 
Years 1948-1989 1990S 2000s 
Operations undertaken 18 35 7 
Francis Fukuyama identified this period as the "the end of histor/' with the perceived 
triumph of liberal democracy over competing ideologies, which paralleled the hope for a 
NWO (Fukuyama, 1992). 26 This hope appeared to be borne out in several actions 
authorised by the UNSC which reflected a surge in favour of humanitarian concerns and 
much literature is devoted to an exploration of the reality of a new norm of humanitarian 
intervention emerging in international society (Knudsen, 1995; Wheeler, 2000; Wheeler 
and Bellamy, 2001; Chesterman, 2001). Solidarist ideals seemed to have a greater 
opportunity for success as the international community was no longer constrained by the 
superpower deadlock and the attainment of a NWO appeared possible in the early 1990's 
(Duffield, 2001: 78). It was with events leading up to the bombing of Serbia during the 
Kosovo conflict that the co-operation of the 1990's first waned significantly (Jackson, 
2000: 260). The importance of the attacks of 9/11 in terms of a change in international 
2S Source: http: //www. un. org/Depts/dpko/dpko/ti m el ine/indgx. htmi. 
26 Waltz and Mearsheimer are two examples of those who did not agree with the optimism of a NWO (Waltz, 
1993: 187; Mearsheimer, 1990). Freedman notes that President Bush's call for a NWO did not look as utopian 
then, as it does now (Freedman, 1994: 2). 
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relations is debated by academics, but explicit tracking of change in the practice of 
intervention across 9/11 appears non-existent (Gaddis, 2001: 3; Gray, 2002: 226-334; Waltz, 
2002: 348-353; Dunne, 2003; Wheeler and Morris, 2006; Dunne and Wheeler, 2004; 
Wheeler, 2003). This thesis will therefore add to the literature by examining changes in the 
practice of intervention but also by investigating the reality of a normative shift across 9/11 
and the wider implications indicated by these for the international system. 
2001- 
The third section deals with intervention post-9/11 and establishes the fundamental goal of 
this thesis - tracking change across 9/11. Enough time has not yet passed that the period 
since 9/11 can be understood or efficiently summarized in a single descriptive paragraph 
but what has been evident is the tremendous increase in literature focussing on pre-emption, 
on international law and institutions, on multilateral arrangements, religious 
fundamentalism, on neo-colonialism and imperialism, on cosmopolitanism, globalisation 
and the human community. This period has seen an increase in unilateral action, a return to 
the ideological discourse of good and evil, the 'other' versus 'us', the return of religiously 
motivated conflict at an international level, the renewed failure of the UN to Prevent major 
conflicts and the weakening of traditional alliances, all of which have had profound effects 
on international society and the norms which underpin it (Jackson, 2005; Jeffrey, 2005; 
Roberts, 2003). 9/11 made explicit new threats to states which "cannot be deterred in any 
conventional sense" and which were seen to require new offensive strategies such as pre- 
emption (Roberts, 2003b: 46). Although a clear picture is not yet possible, Bull's anarchy 
of the international system appears to be re-asserting itself (Bull, 2002). Since 2001, the 
United States has been involved in two acts of military intervention in Afghanistan and 
Iraq, the former with substantial international approval, the latter without. As Roberts 
points out, the post-9/11 world is one in which the 'sphere of influence' is now the world, 
and that the US, if threatened by terrorists or rogue states "half a world away ... seeks some 
right to intervene half a world away" (Roberts, 2003b: 33; Jackson, 2000: 290-1). It is the 
contention here, in agreement with Roberts, that the post-1945 norms of sovereignty and 
non-intervention, under solidarist pressure post-1990, are confronted by a very different 
challenge given the post-9/11 actions of the US (Roberts, 2003b: 34). 
45 
Literature Discussion 
This chapter explores three issues. First, what does the literature say about justifications for 
intervention and what norms and interests are involved in shaping the justifications behind 
the interventions? Second, how does the literature deal with the practice of intervention 
and how this sheds light on the justifications themselves? Third, what is being said in the 
literature about post-9/1 I intervention? 
While agreeing on the fundamental institutions and norms of international society, the 
pluralist and solidarist positions differ on the prioritisation of three norms in particular - 
sovereignty, non-intervention and human rights (summarised as the debate between order 
and justice) - all of which are deeply affected by an act of intervention (Wheeler and 
Dunne, 1996: 92; Roberts, 2003b: 48). The debate centres on the relative importance given 
to the individual in relation to the state, with pluralists such as Jackson and Ayoob arguing 
for the centrality of the state and importance of order through adherence to the norms of 
sovereignty and non-intervention unless in cases of extreme suffering such as genocide; 
while solidarists, such as Knudsen and Wheeler prioritise the individual and argue for the 
use of intervention should states fail to provide basic rights for their citizens (Jackson, 
2000; Ayoob, 2002; Knudsen, 1995; Wheeler, 2000). The norms themselves do not change, 
but rather their weighting. It is in incorporating the three pillars that the norms can be more 
dynamically viewed. Dunne writes that states may not always have a choice between 
pluralist and solidarist positions and it is rather the strength of norms and how these enable 
or constrain states which is important particularly in terms of the legitimacy which the 
norms provide and the transmission and internalization of norms therefore becomes central 
(Dunne, 2005: 74). This is especially important to appreciate if Dunne is correct in arguing 
that power creates a normative framework convenient to itself - even if interest is not 
overtly present are the norms themselves reflecting the interests of the powerful rather than 
a wider section of international society and if so how does this influence our understanding 
of the tension between international society, international system and world society 
(Dunne, 2005: 69)? 
Wight contributed to the international society duality a theory of "three approaches" in 
which he distinguished between realists, rationalists and revolutionists (Bull, 1991: xi). 
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This rationalism, aligned with the thought of Grotius, favoured a middle road between the 
utopianism of Kant and the pessimism of Hobbes. Even in this more nuanced approach, 
Wight was unable to place himself in any of the categories he put-forward . ..... feeling the 
attraction of each of them but unable to rest within any" (Bull, 1991: xiv). However, Wight 
saw individuals as the ultimate members of international society (Young, 2003: 126). Bull 
also saw the modem system as containing elements of all three traditions with different 
contexts revealing the dominance of one over the others (Bull, 2002: 39). More specifically 
Bull saw the norms established in international law, including non-intervention, as being 
overridden when required, but even in so doing the interveners sought legitimacy (Bull, 
2002: 209-210). He referred to hegemony, a situation which has been referred to as 
"imperialism with good manners", in which the hegemonic power of each region, or 
ideological block, would resort to force, or the threat of force in order to achieve its aims, 
but that this violence would not be habitual (Bull, 2002: 209). In this sense, Bull painted a 
picture of a pluralist world in which the very building blocks of pluralism - sovereignty, 
equality and independence - were not disregarded in word, but which would be violated in 
deed if the need arose, such violation would be justified by yeference to norms (Jackson, 
2000: 254). Reflecting the pragmatic pluralism of Jackson, norms were therefore not to be 
seen, in the realist fashion, merely as tools holding no authority in and of themselves but 
both formed the basis of order and legitimated any act of disorder (Jackson, 2000: 19-22; 
Ramsbothain and Woodhouse, 1996: 49). This thesis contributes to an understanding of 
Bull's position through its analysis of the justificatory discourse of each intervention, 
revealing through these references the normative site of legitimacy. 
Wight made it clear in Power Politics that in his opinion the League of Nations and United 
Nations were overrated in their importance by scholars of IR as evidenced by the 
interventionist activity of states (Wight, 1978: 216). During the Cold War, national interest 
became closely aligned with the ideological confrontation of both sides and acts of 
intervention reflected these national interests which overrode post-1945 norms of 
sovereignty and non-intervention. However, as Jackson also points out, these acts of 
intervention, even if motivated by national interest and concerns of political and military 





The end of colonialism spread the rights of independence, sovereignty and self- 
determination. As Brown argues, the "old rules that applied only to fellow members of the 
European states-system now -applied universally" and the new post-colonial states were 
quick to support the notion of sovereignty to ensure their existence, in turn strengthening 
the norm of non-intervention (Brown, 2002: 159). The UN General Assembly's 1970 
"Declaration on Principles of international law concerning Friendly Relations and 
Cooperation" states that "the practice of any form of intervention ... violates the spirit and 
letter of the Charter" (UN, 1970: 122-3). The norm of non-intervention came therefore to 
be supported by both the old European states and the new post-colonial states in discourse 
if not always in practice. Sovereignty did not always protect weaker states from stronger 
ones, but if intervention was to occur, the strong did at least have to make a credible 
legitimising case for their intervention (Ayoob, 2002: 83). 
Vincent's substantial theoretical and empirical contribution to this debate showed still 
further the literature's fundamental attention to the norms which underpin international 
society, particularly those of sovereignty and non-intervention (Vincent, 1974,1986). 
Vincent, in looking at human rights and the effect that they have on the normative 
formation of international society, saw them as a potential "mid-wife" of world society 
(Vincent, 1986: 128). The prioritisation of human rights and the resultant enquiry into 
humanitarian intervention is a normative development which stands opposed to absolute 
sovereignty, demanding a minimum standard of conduct by governments towards their own 
people and is therefore central to any normative exploration of the nature of intervention. 27 
Only three Cold-War interventions were perceived as embodying humanitarian 
characteristics. These were the interventions by: India in East Pakistan (1971); Tanzania in 
Uganda (1978); and Vietnam in Cambodia (1979). They were not however justified as 
humanitarian by the interveners, nor were they motivated primarily by humanitarian 
concerns, but were justified rather in reference to self-defence as prescribed in the UN 
Charter (Jackson, 2000: 259; Wheeler and Bellamy, 2001: 478). The failure to justify 
intervention on humanitarian grounds, or indeed for further interventions to have taken 
27 Brown argues that both non-intervention and human rights were only introduced as strict norms for the first 
time after 1945 and in this sense, human rights should not be seen as replacing an old order of non- 
intervention regardless of how long the foundational ideas had been circulating within European thought 
(Brown, 2002: 153). 
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place to halt abuses during the Cold War can principally be seen as a result of two factors: 
first, post-colonialism and the proliferation of states which relied on the principal of non- 
intervention; and second the context of the Cold War in which the UNSC was deadlocked 
over intervention issues (Brown, 2002: 159). The failure of the US in particular to act for 
humanitarian reasons in the Cold War must be seen as intricately tied to the bi-Polar system 
and the fear of a nuclear war. As Gaddis puts it, "When the alternative appeared to be the 
Bomb, blinking at brutality seemed the most prudent thing to do" (Gaddis, 2004: 16 1) . 
28 
Bull and Vincent in particular struggled with the prioritisation of norms, fearing that 
placing human rights over sovereignty could destabilise and threaten the entire international 
system especially if they took the form of national interests in humanitarian guise, a 
concern still raised in the more contemporary literature by Jackson and Ayoob (Bull, 1984; 
Vincent, 1974 and 1986; Jackson, 2000; Ayoob, 2002). As Ramsbotham argues, for both 
Bull and Vincent, a tension existed between their realist beliefs and the solidarist elements 
of their thought, and there exists within the wider literature what Buzan calls an "emphasis 
on universalism, and also on the high politics issues of human rights and (non- 
)intervention... ", which often presents itself as a dilemma for the authors in terms of what 
they would choose to see occur in IR (solidarist) as against the fear of what this would in 
reality entail (realist) (Ramsbotham, 1996: 49; Buzan, 2004: 1 1). 29 
Vincent's views on international society, sovereignty and intervention changed over the 
course of his career, from the more pluralist position of his mentor, Bull, to a more 
solidarist, qualified-statehood (Dunne, 1998: 166). Vincent essentially argued for an 
appreciation of the strengths of the three approaches of pluralism, cosmopolitanism and 
realism in order that one might be able to be aware of the importance of states to the current 
international system, have a sense of direction in which international society should be 
pointed, but be positioned to analyse the rhetoric of states for suspicion of ulterior motives 
(Vincent, 1986: 124). However, he did point to the future precedence of humanitarian 
intervention over sovereignty when a "state by its conduct outrages the conscience of 
mankind" (Vincent, 1986: 124). Interestingly both Bull and Vincent saw great danger in 
intervention justified ideologically, including for liberal democratic purposes particularly 
28 See Jackson for a discussion of prudential norms and how they interact with procedural norms in IR 
(Jackson, 2000: 16-22). 
29 Ramsbotham uses the label 'realist' although pluralist would be more accurate. 
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given Wight's view that "... adherents of every political belief will regard intervention as 
justified under certain circumstances" (Bull, 2002: 189; Vincent, 1986: 117; Wight, 
1995: 191). There was therefore, prior to the end of the Cold War, a debate within the ES 
about the values and ideals underlying the norm of non-intervention and indeed an 
argument for the reconstruction of this and other norms which was to be built on by, 
amongst others, Wheeler, Dunne and Knudsen and contested by Jackson, Ayoob and 
Roberts (Wheeler, 2000; Dunne and Wheeler, 2004; Knudsen, 1995; Jackson, 2000; 
Ayoob, 2002; Roberts 1993). 
The end of the Cold War facilitated a move towards developing and entrenching the norms 
originally intended in the UN Charter. A dual commitment emerged during this period of 
upholding the foundational norms of international society as well as a renewed commitment 
to human rights and human protection - tested in the first two case-studies of this thesis 
(Boutros-Ghali, 1992: paragraph 17; Slim, 1995; Jackson, 2000: 261). This research will go 
some way to adding to the debate by examining the reality of a commitment to human 
rights in intervention as opposed to, or in addition to, the presence of national interests and 
where the two intersect and diverge. 
The ES literature relating to intervention in the period 1990-2001 is generally structured 
around two key themes which to a large degree echoed the solidarist/pluralist divide. These 
two themes were human rights/humanitarian intervention and international law. Wheeler, 
Linklater, and Knudsen are strong supporters of the claim that a new norm of humanitarian 
intervention was created in this period given the interventionist activity of the United 
Nations and various states during this period (Wheeler, 2000 and 2003; Linklater, 1998; 
Knudsen, 1995 and 2000). Roberts, Ayoob and Jackson were largely opposed to these 
ideas and saw more of a contextual importance in the interventions that lessened the 
actuality of the norm (Roberts, 1991 and 1993; Ayoob, 2002 and Jackson, 2000). Ayoob 
and Jackson maintained the pluralist argument against humanitarian intervention, that it 
was in danger of being a tool of the strong against the weak and that the importance of 
sovereignty was such that it should not be risked by anything less than a clear legal right of 
intervention (Ayoob, 2002; Jackson, 2000). The cases to be studied in this thesis will 
reveal the normative foundations of the justificatory discourses in each case and show the 
importance assigned to national interest, human rights and international law in order to 
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identify changes in the normative landscape which underpins international society. 
Intervention post-Cold War was to be undertaken by or on behalf of the international 
community and not for individual states or narrow collective interests (Ayoob, 2002: 83). 
Humanitarian emergencies within a state were defined as threats to international peace and 
security within the UNSC and could result in Chapter VII authorised intervention (Wheeler, 
2003: 33). Sovereignty and non-intervention although remaining dominant, were no longer 
considered as indisputable rights held by states as internal affairs became a matter of 
international concern (Wheeler, 2003: 37). Similarly, Knudsen saw that 
humanitarian concerns ha(d) supplemented the motives originating from national interest and 
considerations of international peace and security, at least when it c(ame) to the justification of the 
resort to force (Knudsen, 1995: 2). 
Similarly, the "norms underpinning international relations began to shift away from those 
focussing on regulating the behaviour of states to those focusing on protecting individuals" 
(Talentino, 2004: 312). US foreign policy can be seen to shift by 1999 - with an 
encouragement of human rights but importantly with military-action in support (Gaddis, 
2003: 156; 2001,18-20). Freedman argues that the debate regarding cases and general 
principles of intervention in the post-Cold War was "shaped more by consideration of 
moral and political imperatives than military doctrine and strategy", echoed by Barkin and 
Cronin amongst others who saw a reaction "against realpolitik and against non-interference 
in the domestic affairs of other states" (Freedman, 2004: 8; Barkin and Cronin, 1994: 125; 
see also Glennon, 1999: 2; Press-Barnathan, 2004: 198; Morris', 2005: 275-6). There was 
therefore a mass of literature which pointed to a solidarist shift in international society. The 
1990's could however still be seen as a continuation of that "repulsive marriage of noble 
rhetoric and heroic constraint in the face of evil" and despite displays of solidarism, 
international society still required "coercion, coercive socialization, and crude imposition" 
by interested states and the United Nations to encourage the emergence of the solidarist 
norms (Farer, 2003: 55; Hurrell, 2003: 43). The notion of a norm of international 
community must also have appeared "very hollow when viewed from the perspective of the 
millions who perished in ... Rwanda, the Sudan, and the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo" (Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 448). Humanitarian intervention and a norm of 
responsibility may have been evolving but this did not determine that action would occur as 
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interests and cost analysis had to be considered in each case (Wheeler and Morris, 
2006: 448; Munkler, 2004: 127). The growing perception of a norm of humanitarian 
intervention emerged in international society but still in competition with the idea that 
states acted principally for national interests. Hurrell argues that action in "pursuit of 
shared goals and values in the post-Cold War period ... has depended to an uncomfortable 
extent on the political interests of the US and its allies" (Hurrell, 2003: 45). This is why 
justifications are important to critically explore, as it is often the case that the US has 
"frequently wrapped particularist interests of an economic or geo-political character in 
humanitarian garments" (Farer, 2003: 75) . 
30 The international Commission on Intervention 
and State Sovereignty report recognised the interplay between norms and interest when it 
recommended that permanent members of the UNSC not utilise their veto to prevent 
humanitarian action if this action is undertaken in an area not threatening to their national 
interests (ICISS, 2001: 51). Again the contest between norms and interests is raised - 
which is central to any analysis ofjustifications for military intervention. 
It is also revealing to note the 1990 Charter of Paris, signed by twenty-two states of Europe, 
the US and Canada declared the signatories' commitment to "refrain from the threat or use 
of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state" (Conference 
on Security and Co-operation in Europe, 1990: 5). This clearly affirmed the commitment to 
the norms of non-intervention, sovereignty and independence. In addition, there is no 
example of the UNSC explicitly approving military intervention for humanitarian purposes 
without some form of state consent (Wheeler, 2003: 48). The supposed rise of a NWO was 
rooted in the optimism of a post-Cold War world, but a world still firmly dedicated to a 
pluralist normative position. 
Vincent noted prior to the end of the Cold War that neither sovereignty nor human rights 
had scored a major victory over the other, but rather that both limited each others' domain 
(Vincent, 1986: 13 1). The period of intervention following the Cold War certainly seemed 
to favour a move towards a victory for human rights, but as this thesis will explore, is it 
possible that 9/11 resulted in a renewal of national interest to the detriment of both 
30 The unipolar system after the Cold War encouraged a "temptation to act unilaterally" bringing a realist 
challenge to international society with 9/11 and the resultant increase in interventions therefore providing a 
useful date around which to structure case studies to investigate the relative normative gains or losses of 
international society against international system (Press-Barnathan, 2004: 198). 
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sovereignty and human rights, particularly given the danger posed to international society, 
not just by terrorists, but by the reaction of the US or were human rights still central to the 
interventionist discourse (Devetak, 2005: 243 and 245; Dunne, 2005: 75; Reus-smit, 
2004: 89; Dunne, 2003; Glennon, 2003; Farer, 2003: 81)? Of course the Iraq War has 
provided an important context in which the US is seen as weakening the very foundations 
of international society, but at the same time some see the failure to operate within the UN 
as strong evidence of other states' affirmation for international institutions (Bellamy, 
2005: 292). By contrast Hurrell argues that the unilateral actions of the US indicate that 
international society is not moving beyond sovereignty but rather to "an earlier world of 
differentiated and more conditional sovereignties" (Hurrell, 2003: 42). It is possible that 
events since 9/11 have initiated a frame-shattering, norm-changing process which needs to 
be critically addressed (Farer, 2003: 82). Talentino summarises the pertinent issues when 
she asks: 
Are humanitarian and multilateral norms representative of significant change in state behaviour and 
the role of international organizations, or were they simply a luxury indulged at a time when central 
actors faced minimal threat (Talentino, 2004: 313)? 
She wonders whether "the terrorist attacks of September 2001 brought traditional security 
concerns back to the forefront", particularly for the US, and replaced "liberal normative 
trends with realist ones" (Talentino, 2004: 313)? 
Wheeler's focus on the construction of a norm of humanitarian intervention is a very 
important addition to the literature and certainly shows credible evidence that such a norm 
was being advanced by members of the international community (Wheeler, 2000,2003; 
Wheeler and Morris, 2006). However, as Brown points out, it might be that the normative 
foundations of IR have shifted but only the future will tell whether state behaviour alters in 
any meaningful way (Brown, 2002: 166). This question-mark over the reality of the 
normative shifts in IR is of central importance to a discussion of justifications which are 
referenced to norms and ideals. The human rights thesis sets obligations ahead of current 
practice in the international system, obligations designed to facilitate a normative shift in 
international society. It is possible to argue for a world society of individuals rather than an 
international society of states but the former cannot yet be implemented as the latter, in a 
pluralist form, is still dominant (Vincent and Wilson, 1993: 1234). The following 
questions can be asked: was the norm of humanitarian intervention established or was it 
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merely a useftil vehicle for national interest? Was humanitarian intervention a legitimate 
concern while national interests facilitated its pursuit? Have the attacks of 9/11 diminished 
the norm or shown them to be a chimera in IR? Did a real sense of hope for a NWO exist 
and was it dashed by 9/11? While Jackson, Ayoob and Wheeler discussed these questions 
in the post-Cold War context and Wheeler, Dunne, Ayoob, Talentino and Press-Barnathan 
are beginning to discuss these points on a post-9/11 case basis through an analysis of the 
Iraq War and its humanitarian and normative implications, this thesis, by creating linkage 
over the 9/11 date, will give a more clear understanding of normative development in IR 
since 9/11 through the analysis of justificatory discourses (Jackson, 2000: chapter 10; 
Ayoob, 2003; Dunne, 2003; Talentino, 2004; Wheeler and Morris, 2006; Press-Barnathan, 
2004). 
Space does not allow for a discussion of norm creation. However, central to this thesis is 
the reinforcement of existing, or emergence of, new norms (Morris, 2005: 267,277; 
Wheeler, 2003 and 2004; Talentino, 2004). There are certainly ES scholars who either 
utilise, or agree with the use of, constructivist methodology (Wheeler, 2003: 30-31; Dunne, 
1998: 187-90,2004: 73; Jackson, 2000: 44-96; Spegele, 2005: 97-98; Reus-smit, 2004: 83, 
94). Constructivist theory can help the historical and normative methodology of the 
classical approach explain the creation (and restraining abilities) of norms (Dunne, 
2005: 73). This thesis does not however examine the construction of norms although the 
research makes this a possible further application, but rather takes a more foundational 
classical approach, empirically tallying the justifications in order to examine the pre- 
eminence of the three pillars which are elevated and indicated by the justificatory discourse. 
The norms referenced in the discourse point to the construction and site of legitimacy - both 
successful and failed. From this point of analysis, for future research, a constructivist 
account for these norms would be interesting, but falls out of the scope of this thesis. 
This thesis re-engages with a view of history which separates "reason-based explanations of 
human conduct and actions from the monolithic causilism that conceives individuals as the 
passive site of causal processes beyond their control", trying to find the actual or real 
reason for action (Spegele, 2005: 101,111; Butterfield, 1979: 18). Dunne argues, 
"(i)ntemational society is not reducible to the questions of agency" it exists even when no 
explicit action is being undertaken and it is therefore important that the ES appreciate the 
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restraining and enabling ability of norms on state practice (Dunne, 2005: 69 and 74). This 
thesis does not explicitly engage with Jackson's view that privileges agency over structure 
as the ability of structures to "endure even if individuals resist or-dispute them" still relies 
on actors to maintain the structure or "social fact" but takes cognisance of the fact that the 
environments in which agents operate are also occupied by ideological and cultural norms, 
constructed over time and space (Dunne, 2005: 70; Bellamy, 2005: 290; Jackson, 2000: 51- 
55). What this thesis seeks to establish is not the construction of norms, but the normative 
discourse itself and to analyse these normative discourses, appreciating the "immense 
political power of normative claims that establish identity: 'them' vs. 'us', 'good' vs. 'evil', 
'friends' vs. 'enemies', 'civilized' vs. 'barbarian', as well as the means by which 
legitimating of the 'self s' use of force as against that of the 'other' can be understood 
(Hurrell, 2002: 186,2003: 33). 
The ES recognises the reality of norms and seeks to explore the extent to which they are 
upheld in international society. In examining justifications and discussing these against the 
practice of intervention, this thesis will of course be interested in Cie extent to which norms 
are a constraining or guiding force of state interventionist behaviour. Dunne claims that 
9/11 has "put the spotlight back on order in the same way that the liberal moment of the 
post-Cold War period engendered a debate about justice" - this signals the need for a re- 
examination of the clash between interests and humanitarian norms for superiority in the 
international system which will be revealed in the prevalence of normative reference, but 
also practice of intervention (Dunne, 2005: 75). 
What then of the ES literature's exploration of normative development post-9/1 I? 
Considerable attention has been given to sovereignty and the nature of international society 
and law in the wake of 9/11 but there has been no consistent attempt to track change across 
9/11 in terms of the use of force and the norms of non-intervention and sovereignty 
(Hurrell, 2002; Morris, 2005; Wheeler, 2002,2003; Roberts, 2003; Buzan and Gonzalez- 
Pelaez, 2005). Dunne sees the pluralist and solidarist debate being "recast" post-9/1 1, a 
result of the US' pre-emption policy which forces states into a hierarchical system in which 
the right to remain neutral no longer exists (Dunne, 2005: 76). These issues are discussed in 
reference to discourses of humanitarian intervention by Wheeler and Dunne, set against the 
reality of interventionist practice post 9/11 (Wheeler, 2004ab, 2002 and 2003; Dunne and 
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Wheeler, 2004). Humanitarianism, although directly linked to the questions of this thesis is 
a different point of departure and must by necessity ask questions from a different position 
to this thesis. It is not enough to- explore only humanitarian intervention, but rather it is 
necessary to examine intervention on a wider scale in order to recognise the competing 
norms underpinning international system, international society and world society in each 
case. By so doing the ES can avoid the distorted views of those that are quick to denounce 
attacks on US civilians but fail to critically assess US killing of civilians elsewhere 
(Gaddis, 2001: 4). Hence this thesis will build on the work of Dunne and Wheeler, seeking 
to heal the ES of its so called paralysis (Dunne, 2005; Dunne and Wheeler, 2004; Bellamy, 
2005: 291). 
Wheeler, Morris, Talentino and Press-Barnathan do examine more generally the effect of 
9/11 on normative development, looking at US policy of regime change as crossing a 
normative Rubicon (Wheeler and Morris, 2006; Talentino, 2004; Press-Barnathan, 2004). 
Dunne examines the extent to which the US response post-9/11 has shifted the normative 
"spotlight' 'from issues ofjustice which were gathering momentum post-Cold War to issues 
of order so prevalent during the Cold War, while at the same time trying to "manage 
international order on realist principles" seeking to stand above the norms which it is 
enforcing (Dunne, 2005: 75 and 78-9). Hurrell's work is an important addition to the 
literature for the norm contestation which he highlights and the Weberian theme of moral 
responsibility of a state's leader to "his or her political community, and not some notion of 
a world community" which highlights the pragmatic norms of international society 
considered by pluralists (Hurrell, 2002: 202; Jackson, 2000: 19-25). There is therefore an 
increasing literature on norms in international society in the ES, but this does not extend 
into an in-depth analysis of the use of force, interests or the practice of intervention. 
Certainly, the depth of literature during the post-Cold War period dealing with intervention 
does not appear to have been repeated post-9/11 as the ES is concerned with questions of 
international law, issues of globalisation and confronting theoretical challenges. Although 
not exhaustive, Barry Buzan compiles a list of works related to the ES either by virtue of its 
author or subject. An examination of the latest list to be released (July 2006), reveals the 
following: 
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Fip-ure 2.2.: EnRlish School Publications Related to Intervention 31 
Year Not Related Somewhat Related Related Issue Intervention/War 
2002 37 2 2 2 
2003 42 4 1 2 
2004 29 1 2 1 
2005 8 3 1 1 
2006 7 8 0 1 
There is certainly no concerted effort to trace the relative strength of national interest, 
versus a humanitarian intervention norm across the 9/11 divide and in the change in 
practice of war. There is thus a failure to adequately explore the impact of 9/11 on 
intervention and what Farer says is the plausible evisceration of humanitarian intervention 
as an "operative element in American foreign policy" (Farer, 2003: 80). Although not 
dedicated to a humanitarian focus, the norms and behaviour which this thesis explores will 
reflect upon humanitarianism within the military intervention cases. 
The actuality of intervention sheds light on the justifications (Wheeler, 2000: 33, footnote 
52). The use of force may be justified as humanitarian, but the conduct of the war itself is 
another matter altogether (Brown, 2001: 19). An understanding of different practices can 
also help to discern disparities between similar justifications for different interventions, 
which again will reveal issues of interest and motivation which may be obscured. With 
regards to an examination of the practice of intervention, the majority of the ES literature 
relates practice to normative concerns. In other words, the enquiry is aimed at testing 
theoretical or normative assumptions. This can be seen for example in Wheeler where the 
tension between motive and outcome are discussed from a humanitarian intervention 
perspective (Wheeler, 2002: 33-37). Jackson too investigates claims of an emerging 
humanitarian intervention norm, testing the claims against practice (Jackson, 2000: 260- 
293). Wheeler has engaged with this topic in the Iraq War, but in all cases the framework 
is very much one of a humanitarian norm (Wheeler and Morris, 2006). While this may be 
31 The categories are fairly fluid, particularly between the second and third categories. "Somewhat related" 
issues are those which relate to intervention in so much as they have some theoretical association with 
intervention or war. "Related issues" are those which while not directly studying intervention or war are 
directly related in so much as they inform and are in turn informed by acts of force. 
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the central explanatory norm, it remains problematic for research to focus solely on 
humanitarianism rather than on intervention in general; it is this more general focus which 
is missing from the literature - an omission which this thesis will correct. Jackson, Wheeler 
and Morris are the most significant ES scholars who engage with these issues (Jackson, 
2000; Wheeler, 2000; Wheeler and Morris, 2006). Wheeler and Morris, examining the Iraq 
War, argue that practices post-intervention may have been terrible but this does not 
necessarily point to abuse of the humanitarian norm. It does however point to the fact that 
practice must be judged against justification (Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 460-461). 
However, by framing their analysis within a humanitarian discourse (which was their 
purpose), they do not engage with wider questions relating to the justification to intervene 
and how these wider issues are reflected in the actions undertaken. 32 The interrogation of 
interventionist practice must be carried out in order that the hypotheses can be properly 
assessed and a state's justifications can be critiqued through the actions taken. 
In answering the question: "what is being said in the literature about pre- and post-9/1 I 
intervention? " the obvious answer is of course, very little - the very reason for this thesis. 
This is not unique to the ES but is common to all theoretical approaches except perhaps 
those dealing with matters of international law and military studies (Holzgrefe and 
Keohane, 2003; Biddle, 2003; Boot, 2003). Military intervention as a distinct activity has 
received curiously little attention except as part of a wider imperial debate. Some literature 
looks through the prism of humanitarianism others at the use of force and Just War, but all 
of these are positions from which to interrogate the use of force from a particular 
perspective and do not look specifically at the justifications behind military intervention 
and the variance between norms across 9/11 (Wheeler, 2000; Chesterman, 2004; Holzgrefe, 
2003; Rengger, 2002). This can be seen in some of the early responses to 9/11 such as the 
collected essays in the Journal International Relations, in which the writers (Byers, Smith, 
Hurrell, Wheeler and Light) examine the legal and normative impact of 9/11 but there is 
little examination of the use of force besides that by Wheeler and his focus is on 
humanitarian intervention - again his focus (with Morris) in 2006 (International Relations 
2002, vol. 16, no. 2; Wheeler and Morris, 2006). 
32 Farer notes that humanitarian intervention is inseparable from the "larger debate about the conditions of 
legitimate violence", and is "entangled in challenges to traditional conceptions of the national interest" (Farer, 
2003: 58-9). Humanitarian intervention can therefore be seen to be very important, but is not fully 
encapsulating of the critical issues under investigation in this thesis. 
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The ES is remarkably silent about the first post-9/11 case of intervention by the US in 
Afghanistan. Perhaps this is a result of it being seen as an uninteresting case study because 
it appeared to show the international community acting in support of international law, but 
the Afghanistan case is of fundamental importance in understanding the nature of 
intervention between Kosovo and Iraq in 2003.33 Again, it is not sufficient to analyse the 
interventions from a humanitarian perspective as Wheeler does, or an international law 
perspective as Roberts does, nor indeed on a normative level as done by Ayoob but rather 
more holistically that the practice and normative challenges can be explored together and 
seen as critical parts of the activity of intervention (Wheeler and Morris, 2006; Roberts, 
2003; Ayoob, 2002). The Iraq War, as the second explicit case of major military 
intervention post 9/11 has gained more attention, largely because of its more controversial 
nature, but again, the ES has failed to sufficiently examine the intervention in relation to 
classical English School theory. 34 
Dunne argues that we can expect to "see realist sentiments creep hack into the ES" given 
the nature of world politics after 9/11 (Dunne, 2005: 78; Dunne and Wheeler, 2004: 10). It 
is necessary for the classical normative approach of the ES, whose methodology this thesis 
largely follows, to explicitly examine the convergence between interests and norms, 
particularly given the questionable ability of norms to "tame or enmesh" the most powerful 
state in the world since 9/11 and the possibility of a hegemonic inspired hierarchy (Dunne, 
2005: 78; Hurrell, 2002: 187). Dunne and Wheeler call for a more sophisticated approach 
which is able to show how national security (interest) and humanitarianism Oustice) coexist 
in practice, reflecting Wight's desire to show how system and society can co-exist (Dunne 
and Wheeler, 2004: 10; Dunne, 1998: 38). They see CSS as offering a possibility of 
overcoming this tension. This thesis, however, reinforces the belief that the ES has the 
ability to appropriately discuss this tension and not be trapped in a paralysed 
solidarist/pluralist debate so long as it is willing to engage more critically with its research. 
33 This thesis will fill the gap in the ES literature which fails to examine the war in Afghanistan from a critical 
perspective. Critical enquiry of the war is hampered by the fact that it is seen as legal and as a legitimate 
response to the 9/11 attacks. The justifications shed light on the normative foundations of the war and thereby 
cast light on Zinn's concern at the "voices across the political spectrum" which saw the war in an 
unquestioning manner (Zinn, 200 1: 1; Glennon, 1999: 2). 
34 Buzan, Wheeler, Morris, Roberts, Press-Barnathan, Dunne, Hurrell and Talentino have all written on the 
Iraq War (Buzan, 2004; Wheeler, 2004; Roberts, 2003; Talentino, 2004; Press-Barnathan, 2004; Dunne, 
2003). 
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We must, like Wight, be critical of complacency with regards to state behaviour (Dunne, 
1998: 104). Justifications in terms of maintaining international peace and security must be 
critiqued in order that we can ask whose security is in question and at whose expense it is 
purchased (Wight, 1995: 42). This is perhaps methodologically challenging, but it should 
be possible for the classical approach to conduct an empirical study and thereafter critically 
comment on its findings and move outside the usual debate to challenge norm and power 
relations. If Dunne and Wheeler are correct that realism is once again in the ascendancy 
post-9/1 1, the realist's pursuit of power and the pluralist's pursuit of order must be 
critiqued (Dunne and Wheeler, 2004: 10,13). International society needs critical study if it 
is to move away from a situation in which hundreds of thousands of people die because 
interests and morality do not coincide (Dunne and Wheeler, 2004: 14). Ultimately pluralism 
would have all states deliver basic needs for its citizens, but is pluralism being critical 
enough of the current order? It should strive towards human security while at the same 
time guarding the security which a legitimate state offers its citizens. 35 There is certainly 
no reason to believe that the ES cannot raise embarrassing questions, confronting 
orthodoxy and dogma and reprcsenting the marginalised (Williams, 2005: 141). To this end 
this thesis follows Bull that "[i]t is precisely the calling of academics 'to ask irresponsible 
questions' and attempt to expose the hypocrisy and deceit of those at the helm of the ship of 
state" (Dunne, 1998: 142). 
The classical approach, while not claiming that its research is value free, strives to 
interrogate its subject through empirical investigation and to apply the evidence against the 
theory or hypotheses under question from a position of neutrality. There is a danger, in 
allowing one's values to inform and influence research that one takes on a "Political 
orientation" and not an "academic orientation" (Jackson, 2000: 84). This thesis agrees with 
Bull and Jackson's need for an academic to be disinterested and detached such that one's 
study can "... necessarily [be] brought into conflict with the prevailing political values in 
any society" (Bull, 1975: 290; Jackson, 2000: 81). Research is not value free, but the "task 
of the academic inquirer is not to jump on bandwagons", but should rather see "the value of 
attempting to be detached or disinterested" (Bull, 1972: 588; 199,: XViii). 36 The value of 
35 A legitimate state is one which provides its citizens with basic rights (Vincent, 1986: 13-18,127-8). 
36 Bull continues, "it is clear to me that some approaches to the study of world politics are more detached or 
disinterested than others" (Bull, 2002: xviii). 
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academic work must be in its ability to analyse, as far as is possible the 'realities' of events 
as they are seen to reflect upon the research under question, by examining evidence and 
-utilising triangulation and other methodological methods, and to thereby critically assess 
the evidence (Dunne, 1998: 141, Bull, 1975: 280; Jackson, 2000: 81-2). To do otherwise is 
to risk a charge of bias and to create research which is read only by one's theoretical peers; 
the perception of a pre-ordained position being taken in one's work limiting its utility. This 
is not to position this thesis as positivist as the classical approach must be seen as distinct 
from positivism, relying on empirical evidence but rejecting the application of natural 
science to the social (Jackson, 2000). It is important that scholars reflect on the extent to 
which they too act as norm or value innovators. Of course this may be their express 
purpose, but there is a danger that one's ideas will shape research rather than vice versa. 
Conclusion 
It appears from the literature that the ES takes the involvement of national interest as a 
given, but there is little exploration of the balance between normative justifications and the 
impact of interest. This is perhaps because of the fairly obvious point that it is impossible 
to prevent considerations of national interest to intrude on decisions to intervene as the 
decisions are made by those involved in the security and protection of the state (Ayoob, 
2002: 85). It is possible to see in the reaction to 9/11 by the US the prediction by Ayoob 
that "a humanitarian construction of national interest may run headlong at some point into 
the narrower and realpolitik construction of national interest", a question as of yet, 
unsatisfactorily researched (Ayoob, 2002: 86). Similarly, Dunne says that we can expect 
realist sentiments to "creep" back in after 9/11 (Dunne, 2005: 78). However, it is necessary 
given the importance attached to norms and interests, that there is not just presumption or 
'acceptance' of interests overriding norms, but rather that this process must be critically 
assessed in order to understand how as interests change this change impacts on the 
elevation or reduction of the norms in the cases. It is for this reason that this thesis looks 
explicitly at the prevalence of national interest over international norms in the justificatory 
discourse of the interventionary practice of the US. 
Given the centrality and defining nature of international society and the norms which are 
foundational to the ES, it is surprising that more attention is not given to the issues raised in 
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this thesis by ES scholars. Issues of power and the use of force, areas of central concern to 
Wight, Vincent and Bull are not being discussed to a sufficient degree by contemporary 
writers. A great deal of attention is given to international society and theoretical issues, but 
less to the use of military force, what could be labelled the "ugly" or "hard" way in which 
international society is re-configured and "rogues" disciplined, as opposed to the 
"beautiful" or "soft" way in which social contact and development lead to gradual 
transformation. This is surprising because the use of force has been particularly prominent 
in IR since the end of the Cold War and all scholarly work which seeks to reflect on the 
nature of states, norms and international society should have to take sufficient account of 
the use of force in IR. This could be explained by what Devetak calls the ES's "resistance 
to presentism" in which the importance given "to actors and events in present" is avoided, 
seeking rather the perspective of longue durie, and is also linked to a scepticism that 
change in the international system is imminent (Devetak, 2005: 231). However, this thesis 
wishes to explore the reality of a significant change in the international system, in terms of 
intervention, as a result of 9/11 and although appreciating the importance and clarity that 
the longer view of history affords, rejects the avoidance of studying substantive 
contemporary events as it is essential that the ES critically explore these events in order to 
react to and interact with competing theoretical perspectives (Bull, 1991: xiii). The ES 
offers an important methodological approach which needs to be utilised in contribution to 
the debates within political science. Could it be that this failure to adequately grapple with 
the issues raised by the use of force is because they are so difficult to reconcile with the 
recent ES literature that privileges international and world society, as the use of force can 
steer a theoretical approach closer to an understanding of power that privileges international 
system? In this sense, power, interest and the international system despite the significant 
attention given to it in the ES by its "founding" academics can almost now be seen as the 
intellectually conceptual "black sheep" of the ES, challenging notions and norms within the 
school with perhaps Dunne being the foremost English School scholar arguing to bring the 
international system back in. This then is a further significant reason why this thesis is 
required to fill a gap in ES literature. 
This deep examination of the justifications for the use of force is necessary because of the 
very nature of the object under enquiry. The use of overt military force is the most visible 
and risky decision which can be taken by states. It is in the use of force that justifications 
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are of paramount importance, given the huge costs both in human and financial terms 
involved in such a decision. The reality of the cost of using military force effectively 
places the importance of its utilisation in a category of its own in IR and-it is therefore 
essential that the justifications behind its use be examined, and its practice be critically 
assessed. 
The thesis now moves to a study of the Gulf War. 
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Chapter 3. The Gulf War 
This chapter will examine the justificati6ins for, and practice of, war in the Gulf War of 
1991. The chapter begins with a brief summary of the background to the war. It then 
examines the justifications for war given by President George H. Bush. The reaction by the 
LJNSC to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait is then highlighted. The discussion then shifts to the 
practice of war. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the implications of the Gulf 
War in terms of the three pillars of the English School and in reference to the hypotheses of 
the thesis. 
Background to the War 
Iraq's military expenditure and war with Iran from 1980-1988 placed great stress on the 
country's financial resources, amplified by a ten billion dollar debt to Kuwait (Freedman 
and Karsh, 1993: 41). In February 1990, Iraqi leader Saddarn Hussein threatened to take 
action against Kuwait unless Iraq's debt was cancelled and further financial assistance was 
provided - effectively using Iraq's military strength for economic leverage (Rahman, 
1997: 294; Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 41). At an Arab Summit meeting in May Saddam 
accused Kuwait of overproduction and demanded cancellation of Iraqi debt and $1 Obillion 
(Rahman, 1997: 295). Kuwait was a particularly attractive target given its geographical 
proximity, oil wealth, limited armed forces and historical links to Iraq (Freedman and 
Karsh, 1993: 41,62) 
The US' response to the increasing bellicose Iraq was limited. The US had ignored Iraqi 
efforts to procure "sensitive military technologies" during the late 1980's and the Bush 
administration vetoed successive attempts by Congress to level sanctions against Iraq 
(Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 28,3 1). During early 1990, the US declared that while it was 
committed to collective self-defence it was not under any obligation to defend Kuwait and 
Iraq was told that the US had "no opinion on Arab-Arab conflicts like your border 
disagreement with Kuwait" (Rahman, 1997: 298-9; Woodward, 1991: 201). Simons argues 
that "Saddam Hussein ... was being given an unambiguous, albeit coded, message from 
Washington: 'Go Ahead! ... (Simons, 1998: 3). This is however unlikely. Iraq was a useful 
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ally to US interests in the Middle-East but this must be seen in the context of the Cold War. 
Thus, while the US could be criticised for supporting the Iraqi regime, particularly in light 
of human rights abuses perpetrated by the Saddarn regime, the President stated after the 
invasion: 
And it is true that our administration and others previously tried to work with Iraq. But this brutal 
aggression - what they did here is such a clear violation of international law that the entire world 
was united in opposition to it (Bush, 1990/08/08). 
The past appeasement of Saddam, particularly given the nature of intemational politics in 
the Cold War did not prevent the US confronting him when his regime and actions became 
"impossible to ignore", with the invasion of Kuwait violating a "fundamental norm of 
intemational behaviour" for the president (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 214; Bush, 
1990/11/23). Saddarn however seems to have convinced himself of US inaction, 
misinterpreting US statements as well as the intemational context in which he chose to 
fight. As late as January 1990, the Secretary of Defence had issued guidance declaring the 
US' central objective for the region being the prevention of a hostile power from gaining 
control over a share of oil supplies or shipment routes sufficient to provide it with leverage 
over the US and its allies (CPGW, 566). The US would have been unable to take a robust 
approach had Iraq attacked during the Cold War (Bush, 1990/09/08). 
Iraq attacked Kuwait on 2 August 1990 and conquered the state within hours (McCausland, 
1993: 3). The invasion was initially justified as being in support of students and 
revolutionaries who had begun to rebel against the Al Sabah family, seeking not annexation 
but the installation of a puppet regime. The escape of the Kuwaiti Emir proved a major 
obstacle to this intention and Saddam soon asserted Iraq's territorial claim to Kuwait. 
(McCausland, 1993: 7-8; Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 68). The US honoured requests from 
Egypt and Jordan to allow an Arab initiative to resolve the crisis but these failed with the 
proclamation by Saddarn on 8 August of the formal union of Kuwait and Iraq (Bush, 
1990/08/05; Rahman, 1997: 303; Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 69-72). 
The leadership of the US, the co-operation of the permanent members of the UNSC, 
particularly the USSR, and condemnation by the majority of the UN members all 
contributed to immediate and intense international pressure on Iraq (Jackson, 2000: 199; 
Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 73). On 10 Sept Bush and Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev 
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met in an unprecedented display of superpower solidarity which highlighted both the 
international opposition to Iraq's aggression and the possibility of a NWO (Rahman, 
1997: 304). 
The US administration's response to the invasion was to deplore it as a "blatant use of 
military aggression and violation of the U. N. Charter" and thereafter to demand "the 
immediate and unconditional withdrawal of all Iraqi forces" - demands clearly located in 
international law (Popadiuk, 1990/08/01,1990/08/02). President Bush's first public 
condemnation of the attack used the same terminology (Bush, 1990/08/02). This demand 
for unconditional withdrawal proved to be the line across which the US refused to retreat in 
all negotiations regarding the crisis. The US was not willing to allow Saddam Hussein to 
control 20% of the world's oil reserve - fearing his ability to manipulate prices and hold the 
US economy to ransom (Woodward, 1991: 226). This was not a policy particular to the 
Bush presidency but followed previous administrations; the Carter administration for 
example declared, in 1980, any attempt to gain control of the Gulf as an attack on US vital 
interests (Woodward, 1991: 230). There was concern over the threat to Saudi Arabia, Israel 
and the chance for the NWO in a post-Cold War world (McCausland, 1993: 8; Freedman 
and Karsh, 1993: 73; Washington Version). As early as October 1989, President Bush had 
stated that: 
access to Persian Gulf oil and the security of key friendly states in the area are vital to US national 
security. Accordingly, the US remains committed to defend its vital interests in the region, if necessary 
and appropriate through the use of US military force (Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, 432). 
Of the danger of Saddam holding the world to ransom through control of oil markets, Bush 
declared that this was not a situation to which he had any intention of getting "used to" 
(Bush, 1990/09/11; NSD, 20/08/1990; 8/11/1990; Washington Version). 
President Bush's Justifications for Intervention 
Official documentation, press releases, public statements, interviews and question and 
answer sessions given by President Bush were examined. Of hundreds of documents 
examined over 225 dealt with the Gulf War and no-fly zones and together they give a 
comprehensive picture of how the justifications fall into the four categories. 
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The justifications for the Gulf War can be seen as per figure 3.1. 











total as % 
of whole 
August 59 29 1 8 25% 
September 48 11 8 6 19% 
October 24 4 7 4 10% 
November 48 13 15 2 20% 
December 16 3 4 0 6% 
January 34 11 9 3 15% 
February 10 4 1 
- 
1 4% 
Total 2397 -62% 75 1 20% 5- 12% Ti2 c7 24 1 6% 383 1 
- 
100% 
The justifications are displayed graphically per month in figure 3.2 below. 







" Egotistical morality 
" Human Rights 
m National Interest / Economics 
m International Law 
When justifying war against Iraq Bush took into consideration both his domestic and 
international roles - which often required different focal points. What is interesting is that 
within the US both the 'hawks' and 'doves' within the wider government were unsatisfied 
with the justification of opposing aggression. 'Doves' saw oil as the central motivation 
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rather than opposing aggression, while the 'hawks' regarded the vital national interest of oil 
as sufficient motivation and justification (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 214). However the 
overwhelming number of justifications for the intervention relate to intemational law and 
norms. Freedman and Karsh interpret the administration's justifications as an apparent 
"foraging for a compelling rationale, oscillating between a calculated act of self-interest or 
a moral crusade", such oscillation obscuring the central and original justification of 
opposing aggression (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 223). This contradiction was the result of 
Bush's own reasoning for the war and the additional rationale which was required to 
persuade the American people to support the war - albeit that this "additional rationale" 
amounted to only twenty percent of the justificatory discourse (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 212). The "moral crusade" was the protection of international law and norms, with 
Bush set on military victory against Iraq, Hussein being the new Hitler and he the new 
Churchill (Bush, 15/10/1990,23/10/1990,3/11/1990; Andrew, 1995: 520). Bush saw 
Saddam as a threat to his NWO as Hitler had been to the League of Nations (Bush, 
11/10/1990). Buslistatedthat 
if history teaches us anything, it is that we must resist aggression or it will destroy our freedoms. 
Appeasement does not work. As was the case in the 1930's, we see in Saddam Hussein an aggressive 
dictator threatening his neighbors (Bush, 1990/08/08). 
There seems little doubt that Bush, as one of his staffers commented, was "a man obsessed 
and possessed by his mission" of reversing the Iraqi invasion and that the ideals of 
international order were paramount to the president even if not to the entire US government 
(Campbell, 1993: 21; Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 438-9). For Bush, Saddam risked the 
possibility of a "United Nations that performs as envisioned by its founders" (Bush, 
11/09/1990). Bush's discourse deepened the norms of international society which Clark 
sees as indicating the emergence of consensual solidarism: 
there was potential for international society to express a more cohesive vision of its purpose ... In the 
context of this newly discovered harmony of international values, talk of legitimacy began to carry a 
greater sense of conviction ... the flourishing of the 
legitimacy dialogue resulted from the greater 
normative universalism to which the end of the cold war had given rise (Clark, 2005: 156). 
Bush sought a legitimacy based on international law, seeing with the demise of the Soviet 
Union the opportunity not to coerce an international society, but for one to emerge in 
consensus, coalescing against the threat to the norms of international society. This can be 
seen in the following statement by Bush: 
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we've been called upon to help. The consequences of our not doing so would be incalculable because 
Iraq's aggression is not just a challenge to the security of Kuwait and other Gulf nations but to the 
better world that we all have hoped to build in the wake of the Cold War ... The state of Kuwait must be restored, or no nation will be safe and the promising future we anticipate will indeed be 
jeopardized (Bush, 1990/11/08). 
Bush's justifications indicate that the NWO was positioned in pluralism rather than 
solidarism. This is ffirther accentuated in the other justifications. 
Human rights were almost completely ignored in the first month of justificatory discourse. 
They were increasingly referenced but still remained low in comparison to international law 
and national interest. Where they were used this was usually in terms of citizens of Kuwait 
and not Iraq. Bush's NWO was informed more by respect for states and international law 
than human rights and this was reflected throughout the conflict (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 216; Bush, 1990/09/11,1990/12/17, Bush, 1991/01/16). The references to human 
rights even though encouraging to a solidarist position are often less than they seem, and 
frequently are referred to in pluralist, statist terms (Bush, 1990/11/30b). This is perhaps 
one of the major paradoxes in the US response and actions during the crisis. Bush was 
particularly motivated by the reports of rape, plunder and killing by Iraqis in Kuwait, and it 
was with this concern for the ongoing human tragedy that he lost patience with sanctions as 
the method to resolve the crisis (Bush, 1990/12/17,1991/01/16,1991/04/16,1990/11/21; 
Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 217-8; Washington Version). Justifications for action in 
respect of Iraqi civilians as victims of Saddarn were used more in conjunction with the 
threat that Saddarn posed than as human rights per se and were few in number (Bush, 
1990/11/22,1990/11/30a). This concern for Kuwaiti suffering motivated Bush to act, yet 
such compassion did not include preventing the post-war internal repression of Shiites and 
Kurds. In this way they can be seen to fall into a pluralist view of human rights in that they 
are to be defended when they are being abused by a foreign power, but their defence is far 
less likely when such abuse is being undertaken by their own state. In other words, in the 
former case they fall neatly into justifying a response to aggression, while in the latter fall 
into the internal matters of a sovereign state. Bush, reflecting the pluralist view, stated that 
what was at stake is "the fate of sovereign nations and peoples and a world order free from 
unlawful aggression, violence and plunder" (Bush, 1990/10/23). It is interesting to note 
that the only occasion in which Bush utilises only human rights language as justification for 
action against Iraq is in the context of a speech for the Human Rights Bill, a place where 
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this could be expected to occur without reference to the other categories of justification 
(Bush, 10/12/1990) 
Bush's own view on his justificatory discourse is informative: 
I wrote down the various things that I've said on this subject for some time. And they are quite 
consistent. One time you might have a Iittle more emphasis on one point (Bush, 1/1 1/90a). 
The evidence as displayed in figure 3.1 certainly supports Bush's view. His discourse was 
consistently focussed on international law and norms, with human rights and national 
interests filtering into the language but never dominant. This is particularly evident in 
terms of Bush's fall-back position when challenged by reporters on what were 'tricky' 
subjects, most clearly revealed in regard to questions on US allies and oil. On being 
challenged on the Saudi Arabian human rights record, Bush stated that he was 
delighted that we are there with the Saudi Arabians to stand up against this kind of international 
aggression in violation of international law. And that is the question. And that is where I'm going to 
keep my focus (Bush, 1/1 1/90a). 
When challenged on supporting a non-democratic regime, Bush stated that 
The objective is to see that naked aggression does not pay off, sir ... Iraq is no model of democracy, 
nor was Kuwait. That isn't the question here. The question is international law (Bush, 1990/09/24). 
Unlike the wars post-9/11 this war was not about democratisation but the rule of law in 
international relations (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 440). Humanitarian norms and 
democracy were clearly inferior to the norms of sovereignty and non-intervention. 
It is important that egoist morality justifications were consistently low. Bush focused his 
justifications on the UN - on establishing a NWO grounded in international law and 
international society and not in US exceptionalism. This reveals the consensual pluralism 
that Bush hoped to build, cementing the NWO. Egoist morality statements would place 
legitimacy in the US and not the UN/international society and they should therefore not be 
expected to be substantial given the general weighting of international law and norms 
justifications. National interest, although initially strongly referenced declined 
dramatically. This was particularly interesting given the clear threat to vital national 
interests. Again, this is important because it reveals the legitimating power of international 
70 
law and norms above that of national interest where such interest was difficult to sell to a 
wide domestic audience. 
References to the dangers posed by Iraqi Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) were also 
made by Bush particularly when the dangers of a nuclear armed Iraq proved to be of great 
concern to US citizens in a mid-November 1990 poll (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 224). 
Bush had prior to the poll related Iraqi holding WMD as a security threat to the region 
(Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 224; Bush, 1990/9/, Bush, 1990/1 I/la, 1991/01/05,1991/01/, 
1991/01/22 ). 37 The number of references to WMD was overall too few to be categorised. 
In terms of practice however, WMD clearly played a role, particularly in terms of 
destroying Iraq's military power and WMD programs, to be discussed in more detail below. 
The total justifications per category are graphically represented in figure 3.3. 
Figure 3.3.: Justifications for Intervention - Gulf War 
Total 
m International Law 
m National Interest 
Human Rights 
Egoist Morality 
The relatively low number of references to national interest may be explained in terms of 
Bush's avoidance of the issue of oil, clearly the most vital interest at stake in the conflict. 
Bush's references to oil are interesting to note. The clearest statement from the President 
came when he was challenged by students that he was leading the US into a "war for oil", 
3' The issue of a nuclear armed Iraq was being raised with Bush by journalists from early 1989 (Bush, 




Bush responded, "What we are doing in the Persian Gulf is not anything about war for oil. 
What we are doing is standing up against naked aggression" (Bush, 1990/11/05). 
Earlier, Bush had stated "it isn't oil that we're concerned about. It is aggression. And this 
aggression is not going to stand" (Bush, 1990/10/23a). This was misleading. Oil played a 
significant part in the conflict, as his own earlier words reveal: 
We are also talking about maintaining access to energy resources that are key, not just to the 
functioning of this country but to the entire world. Our jobs, our way of life, our own freedom, and 
the freedom of friendly countries around the world would all suffer if control of the world's great oil 
reserves fell into the hands of that one man, Saddam Hussein (Bush, 1990/08/15). 
There was certainly a shift in how justifications relating to oil and economics were framed, 
moving from emphasizing the impact on the US to the impact on poorer countries 
(especially the new independent states of Eastern Europe) - hence the US action became 
protecting the weak as much as securing US national interests (Bush, 1990/11/17b). Oil 
was an important factor, but it is too simplistic to see the attitude of the US and other major 
powers simply in terms of oil (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 180). Bush's following 
statement reveals this oscillation and attempt to appeal to many constituencies: 
What is at stake is truly vital. Our action in the Gulf is about fighting aggression and preserving the 
sovereignty of nations. It is about keeping our word,... and standing by old friends. It is about our 
own national security interests and ensuring resources that are key ... So, we've made our stand not 
simply to protect resources or real estate but to protect the freedom of nations (Bush, 1990/08/15). 
Strobe Talbott argued that Bush 
made clear that for him, the rationale was not merely geopolitical; there was more at stake than 
Persian Gulf oil or, as James Baker once put it, American jobs. The President's critics, from Mikhail 
Gorbachev to protesters on the home front, were right when they accused him of having an objective 
that went beyond the United Nations mandate of expelling Iraqi forces from Kuwait. For its 
Commander in Chief, Desert Storm became a moral crusade, targeted against a leader whose very 
regime was an abomination (Talbott, 1991/03/11). 
Oil was vital and central to the entire affair, but as Freedman and Karsh point out, it should 
not be seen as the only principle at play and not only from the West's perspective; oil was 
important because it motivated Saddam to attack, paid for his huge army and provided the 
necessary motivation to ensure a robust response from the US (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 438). While impossible to quantify one can surmise that domestic opposition to a war 
for oil did have an impact on the frequency of national interest justifications, but this need 
not reduce the overall importance of international law and the NWO for Bush. 
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The Bush administration finally settled on a triumvirate of justifications for the action that 
they were undertaking, and these three reasons were routinely espoused from late 
November onwards, particularly in prepared speeches (Bush, 1990/11/22a, 1990/11/22b). 
The triumvirate was: the protection of national freedom; the protection of the Gulf area, 
vital to US national interests; the protection of innocent lives. 
Bush also arrived at a formula of aims of, or principles for, the action against Iraq: 
One, we seek the unconditional and complete withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait. Two, that 
nation's legitimate government must be restored. Three, we are committed to the security and 
stability of the Persian Gulf. And four, we are determined to protect the lives of American citizens 
abroad. Those are the principles that drive us (Bush, 1990/08/29). 
The lack of reference to human rights must be noted. While these reasons became a 
standard for the president, the figure shows the weighting across all of Bush's assertions 
still favoured international norms or law. 
UNSC 
The response of the UNSC to the US intervention in the Gulf War facilitates a discussion of 
international society and is particularly important in this case as it speaks to the major 
justificatory category of international law and norms. The sovereignty of states and the 
sanctity of national borders is a central principle of international order and this was 
reflected in the unprecedented response to the crisis by the United Nations (Freedman and 
Karsh, 1993: 430). There was, according to Freedman and Karsh never any question that an 
"elemental rule of international order had been broken" and that the international 
community saw the Iraqi action as one of blatant aggression (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 73). The US' immediate reaction to the invasion was to try and procure a UNSC 
resolution and gain international support (Washington Version, 1992). On 2 August 1990, 
the UNSC passed resolution 660 which condemned the invasion and demanded the 
withdrawal of Iraqi forces. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 14 to 1. This resolution 
was followed by twelve others. 
The international context and UNSC response to the invasion allows Jackson to state that 
the "rebirth of the [UN]SC can conveniently be dated as occurring on 2 August 1990" 
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(Jackson, 2000: 260). UNSC resolution 678 was particularly important, providing the US 
with international legal legitimacy to use force against Iraq. The voting pattern revealed 
the widespread condemnation of Iraq's actions. Simons argues that the US used a range of 
actions and threats in order to secure the resolution (Simons, 1998: 197-8). Certainly, 
Bush's claims of a NWO and functioning UNSC overlooked the brokering which 
accompanied the resolutions, as co-operation was not automatic (Bush, 1990/11/03; 
1990/11/17a). While resolution 678 was accompanied by much bartering and deal making 
because of its use of force implications, this should not distract from the uniformity of 
voting in all the previous ten resolutions. In addition, the eventual use of force would not 
have occurred with or without resolution 678 had Iraq responded to the order to leave 
Kuwait (Rahman, 1997: 293,309). Moreover, resolution 660 looked explicitly to the Arab 
community to negotiate a resolution to the conflict, giving the regional powers an 
opportunity to negotiate a solution without direct western involvement - which they were 
unable to achieve. The end of the Cold War allowed Bush to justify the intervention in 
terms of fighting aggression in pursuit of his NWO, an order made possible by the new 
opportunities for co-operation amongst the super-powers (Bush, 1990/09/11; Freedman and 
Karsh, 1993: 215). While the end of the Cold War may have provided the conditions 
necessary for co-operation, the fact that the NWO was still operating in the same 
institutions and with other continuing political pressures meant that the "old politics" 
continued with the US having to ignore the Tiananmen Square massacre, assist Gorbachev 
and befriend leaders who were otherwise disdained (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 215). 
There is however no doubt that the US drove the resolution, with Secretary of State Baker 
ordered to begin working on a resolution authorising the use force from 10 November 1990 
(Rahman, 1997: 307). The pattern of abstention is important to note. UNSC resolutions 
662 and 677, which recognised the importance of sovereignty and the sanctity of borders 
was supported by Yemen and Cuba, traditional enemies of the US. That the UNSC could 
reach a unanimous decision on such matters points to the importance which was attached to 
these principles. 
The desire for UNSC resolutions clearly supports the justificatory discourse as Bush could 
have applied Article 51 of the UN Charter which approved collective self-defence. He had 
previously stated: "I don't think that our plans are contingent upon a U. N. flag flying over 
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the effort (Bush, 1990/08/11; NSD 54,1991/01/15). 38 This again reveals the tension in 
Bush's position. He reserved the right to protect US vital interests should he not obtain a 
UNSC mandate to use force, but also knew how important UNSC legitimacy was to his 
NWO and domestic support. 
After the cessation of the ground offensive, Bush stated that: 
I might have said, "To hell with them. It's right and wrong. It's good and evil. He's evil; our cause is 
right, " and, without the United Nations, sent a considerable force to help. But it was an enhanced -- it 
is far better to have this collective action where the world, not just the Security Council but the 
whole General Assembly, stood up and condemned it (Bush, 1991/03/08). 39 
Bush used the term "New world Order" over twenty times before the ground offensive and 
many more times thereafter. Confronting Iraq was for Bush an opportunity to ensure that: 
Out of these troubled times, our fifth objective -- a New world Order -- can emerge: a new era -- freer 
from the threat of terror, stronger in the pursuit of justice, and more secure in the quest for peace. An 
era in which the nations of the world, East and West, North and South, can prosper and live in 
harmony (Bush, 11/09/1990). 
The uniformity of Bush's comments together with the view of himself as the. new Churchill 
does provide strong evidence that for Bush, UNSC resolutions were essential not only to 
legitimate US actions to a domestic audience, but also to secure his vision of a NWO for 
which Churchill could only dream. As he said after the war: 
Now, we can see a new world coming into view. A world in which there is the very real prospect of a 
New world Order. In the words of Winston Churchill, a world order in which "the principles of 
justice and fair play protect the weak against the strong. .. .'A world where the United Nations, 
freed from cold war stalemate, is poised to fulfil the historic vision of its founders. A world in which 
freedom and respect for human rights find a home among all nations. The Gulf war put this new 
world to its first test. And my fellow Americans, we passed that test (Bush, 1991/03/06). 
in conclusion, what is the general pattern that the justifications follow? As has been 
discussed, human rights, while contained in the justifications at a fairly constant level, did 
not at any stage displace international law and norms as the primary justification, and 
importantly, when they were used to a substantial degree, were predominantly in reference 
to Kuwaiti citizens in the context of a pluralist view of human rights grounded in the 
international law of states. National interest always exceeded human rights and egoist 
38 Richard Haass admitted to tension amongst Bush's advisors in the decision to work with the UN 
(Washington Version, 1992). 
39 Eagleburger stated that the US knew it must "roll back" the invasion together or alone, or there would be no 
hope of a NWO in the post-Cold War world (Washington Version, 1992). 
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morality justifications, with talk of 'freedom and respect for human rights' linked 
principally to the NWO and not US exceptionalism - in stark contrast to the later 
justificatory discourse of his son, George W. Bush post-9/11. National interests were 
referenced approximately as often as human rights, normally in relation to economic 
interests. There is no doubt that international law and norms formed the foundation of 
almost all Bush's justificatory statements. 
There is, according to Freedman and Karsh, "little doubt that Bush was influenced most of 
all by the need to uphold the principle of non-aggression and the analogy with the failure of 
appeasement in the 1930's", particularly given his status as a veteran of WWII (Freedman 
and Karsh, 1993: 212). Coupled with an emotional attachment to the liberation of Kuwait, 
Bush's lack of patience with sanctions moved the US towards seeking UN approval for the 
use of force, achieved with UNSC resolution 678 (Woodward, 1991: 302; Bush, 
1990/10/09). 
The Move to War 
Bush doubted the ability of UNSC enforced sanctions to force Iraqi withdrawal, and 
accordingly called for an offensive option (Bush, 1991/01/05, Bush, 1991/06/15; Freedman 
and Karsh, 1993: 203). Bush ordered an increase in US forces in the Gulf following 
approval from Saudi Arabian rulers. General Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
requested sufficient forces to ensure that the job was done effectively, reflecting the US 
military's fear of another Vietnam (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 206-208). 
Despite the US troop build-up in the Middle-East, Saddam refused to withdraw from 
Kuwait. On 30 November, Bush offered to send his Secretary of State, James Baker to 
Baghdad and to receive Iraq's foreign minister, Tariq Aziz (Bush, 1990/11/30a). This 
move was particularly directed at domestic opposition, with Bush seeking to secure support 
for war (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 236). Saddam's refusal to set a date for a meeting 
meant that the initiative did not go any further and this signalled the loss of hope for a 
diplomatic solution, but Bush was still confronted by US opinion polls which did not show 
overwhelming support for war (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 245,249). This support was 
secured when Baker later met Aziz in Geneva. A letter warning of the consequences of the 
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impending war was delivered but rejected by Aziz (Washington Version, 1992). Baker 
later deemed this meeting as the key to obtaining Congress' support for war (BBC, 1996). 
It is important to note that Saddam's intransigence prevented Bush from having to 
compromise as it is possible that a partial withdrawal may well have split the unity of the 
alliance and may have resulted in domestic support for war falling away, an intransigence 
again repeated before the land war commenced (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 212; Rahman, 
1997: 312). 
Bush decided to seek Congressional approval for committing US troops to war despite 
concern that what was an international policy issue would become a domestic policy issue 
(Washington Version, 1992). Bush however promised to risk impeachment and declare 
war should he lose the vote, which does speak to the authenticity of his public justifications 
(BBC, 1996). Congress and the senate however voted in support of Bush's plans. 
The Practice of Intervention 
While the legitimacy of military operations against Iraq was enhanced by the participation 
of non-US forces, this was overwhelmingly a US military effort (McCausland, 1993: 5). 
The war began at 03: 00 (Washington time) on 17 January 1991 in what Freedman and 
Karsh call "war by appointment" (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 299). The campaign was to 
involve four stages; first an air campaign targeting Iraq's central command and control 
system, second an air campaign targeting the defences in Kuwait, third an air campaign 
against command and control, supply lines and large formations in Kuwait, fourth a land 
offensive - the focal point of which was a wide westerly sweep against the Republican 
Guard units in Southern Iraq, the aim being to channel any Iraqi forces retreating from 
Kuwait into a killing zone (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 27-28; McCausland, 1993: 25; 
Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 301-2). The US military had re-organised itself after the 
Vietnam war, particularly in combining land and air power and in the co-ordination of 
leadership (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 284). Saddam opposed a military desperate to rid 
itself of the memories of the Vietnam war. Given Iraq's defensive positions in Kuwait and 
the long planning of the conflict, the war would allow for planning "to follow staff college 
principles in an almost classic manner", creating a more hopeless situation for the Iraqi 
forces (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 288). 
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In addition to the legacy of Vietnam, the practice of war cannot be understood apart from 
the concerns over US casualties which Western commanders made every effort to minimise 
(McCausland, 1993: 24). Bush was deeply concerned about US casualties and in an attempt 
to exorcise the memory of Vietnam agreed to provide the military with the means necessary 
to win the war and in such a way that casualties on the coalition side would be minimised. 
And if there had to be some confrontation -- military -- I would want to be able to assure the parents 
and the families there is enough force there to minimize the risk to every single American kid and 
coalition kid (Bush, 18/12/1990). 
Simons supports this view, arguing that the US would not tolerate a "protracted flow" of 
body-bags, the answer to which was the use of overwhelming force, albeit that casualties 
were expected given the nature of the operation being undertaken (Simons, 1998: 3). 
Saddam certainly appeared to agree with Simon's view, hoping that the ground war would 
result in sufficient casualties that the US would be forced to retreat in fear of a second 
Vietnam, which had "left a ... lingering anxiety that the US, despite its great power, was 
fundamentally strategically incompetenf' (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 276-8). Freedman 
and Karsh argue that the body-bag idea had little basis in practice and that it was more the 
strategy or point of a war which was of concern to the US public; however, there is no 
doubt that casualties were of public importance as can be seen from various announcements 
by Bush (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 285; Bush, 1990/12/, 1990/11/30b). It was perceived 
that the best way to ensure lower coalition casualty rates was through appropriate military 
planning and use of force. 
There is no doubt that Bush, a war veteran, took his responsibility as commander in chief 
seriously and it is clear from his pre- and post- war statements that American life was more 
precious than that of Iraqi's (Bush, 1991/04/03). This concern for coalition casualties can 
be seen in the decision to suspend daylight bombing raids over Baghdad after the loss of 
two aircraft (McCausland, 1993: 3 1). Pre-war plans for low altitude bombing were changed 
to medium altitudes, a practice which would mean less effective accuracy and increased 
chances of civilian casualties (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 16,62; McCausland, 1993: 3 1). 
This was in response to the belief that support for the war in the US relied on, in General 
Homer's words, "less than anticipated" loss of US personnel (GWAPS Summary, 
1993: 62). 
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Overwhelming force was seen as decisive in ensuring lower casualties and eradicating the 
ghosts of Vietnam, with Bush, Baker and Scowcroft seeing no reason to make concessions 
to Iraq for their act of aggression (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 177). CPGW confirms the 
focus on the use of overwhelming force: 
In order to achieve assigned goals quickly and with minimum Coalition casualties, US defense planners 
applied the principle of decisive force. This contrasted with the incremental, attrition warfare which had 
characterized US operations in Vietnam ... The Coalition used these advantages to conduct massive, 
simultaneous operations throughout the KTO and Iraq, rather than attacking centers of gravity and other 
crucial objectives piecemeal (CPGW, 512). 
The CPGW elsewhere praises Bush for providing the military with the tools, clear 
objectives and support to perfonn its tasks (CPGW, 25). 
The campaigns "three centres of gravity" were: 
" Iraqi National Command Authority 
" Iraq's chemical, biological and nuclear capability; and 
" The Republican Guard Forces Command (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 39-40). 
Air planners hoped that the attack on the first 'centre of gravity' would win the war, 
perhaps also bringing about the collapse of Saddam. Hussein's government (GWAPS 
Summary, 1993: 44-45). The combined operations plan was designed to achieve the 
following campaign objectives: 
" Destroy Iraq's military capability to wage war 
" Gain and maintain air supremacy 
" Cut Iraqi supply lines 
" Destroy Iraq's chemical, biological, and nuclear capability 
" Destroy Republican Guard forces 
" Liberate Kuwait City with Arab forces (CPGW, 566). 
Coalition forces soon had mastery of the air and by the start of phase 4 the coalition had 
flown nearly 100000 sorties and launched 323 cruise missiles (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 304-5; McCausland, 1993: 29). From 16 January - 27 February 88000 tons of bombs 
were dropped on Iraq "a scale of destruction that has no parallels in the history of warfare", 
such that by mid-Feb the USAF estimated the destruction of 30% of tanks, 31% of 
armoured vehicles, 44% of artillery pieces with Iraqi front-line units estimated at 50% of 
troop strength (Simons, 1998: 4; Rahman, 1997: 311). The air war strategy was designed, in 
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the words of coalition commander, General Norman Schwarzkopf "to give Iraqis no rest - 
we wanted to maximise the shock that relentless bombing can produce" (McCausland, 
1993: 24). 
The Gulf War was the first in which the US was able to test its precision guided weapon 
technology. This weaponry was, by comparison to what had been used in the past 
extraordinarily accurate (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 312). The USAF utilised these 
weapons in order to minimise civilian casualties caused by bombing and used only FI 17 
aeroplanes in urban areas to increase the accuracy of bombing (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 312) . 
40 However, the use of these weapons must be seen in context. While they were 
reserved for high density civilian areas, the percentage of precision weapons was 
approximately 7% (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 313). The use of precision guided weapons 
had the advantage of shifting attacks away from mass destruction which not only reduced 
the risks to one's own forces but allowed war to be fought closer to the Just War principle 
of proportionality and non-combatant immunity (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 314-5). Iraqi 
troop deployment and storage facilities were more appropriate targets for area and cluster 
bombing (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 15). 
US concern for coalition casualties must be balanced against guidelines to minimise 
civilian casualties. CPGW stated that: 
Coalition forces took several steps to minimize the risk of injury to non-combatants ... consistent with 
allowable risk to aircraft and aircrews, aircraft and munitions were selected so that attacks on targets 
within populated areas would provide the greatest possible accuracy and the least risk to civilian objects 
and the civilian population (CPGW, 68 1). 
McCausland writes that Iraqis used coalition fears of civilian casualties to their advantage, 
placing assets in residential areas, a claim upheld by the CPGW, which noted that such 
practice "placed the civilian population living nearby, working within, or using those civilian 
objects at risk from legitimate military attacks on those military objects" (McCausland, 
1993: 32; CPGW, 682; GWAPS Summary, 1993: 18). Iraqi civilians were further at risk as 
a result of negligence - fewer than 1% of the population were provided with air-raid 
shelters and no civil evacuations were carried out during the bombing despite these being 
practiced prior to the attacks (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 325). 
40 The use of precision bombing is also attributed to the desire to hit multiple targets simultaneously and 
reduce the risk to coalition aeroplanes (GWAPS vol. iv, 1993: 257). 
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The CPGW report insists that: 
The Coalition targeted specific military objects in populated areas, which the law of war permits; at no 
time were civilian areas as such attacked. Coalition forces also chose not to attack many military targets 
in populated areas ... The attack of legitimate Iraqi military targets, notwithstanding the fact it resulted in 
collateral injury to civilians and damage to civilian objects, was consistent with the customary practice of 
nations and the law of war (CPGW, 683). 
The sole use of air-power in the initial stages of the war gave the USAF the opportunity to 
test its airpower doctrine which aimed to win the war without the use of ground forces, and 
which can be seen to have led to severe cases of 'over-bombing' (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 314; Rahman, 1997: 312). The initial stages of the bombing campaign did however 
highlight the differences of opinion regarding the desired focal point of the attacks. The 
USAF wished to focus attacks on Saddam Hussein's sources of political power whereas the 
US Army wished the bombing to focus on Republican Guard units, highlighting that inter- 
service rivalry still permeated the US forces despite centralised command (BBC, 1996; 
Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 315). This sole use of airpower was linked with Bush's desire 
for ýriinimal casualties as victory without a ground war was clearly preferable in this respect 
(Bush, 1990/12/18). 
The bombing campaign was controversial. The CPGW lists the following targets, derived 
from "the President's objectives and a planning model developed by the Air Staffs deputy 
director of plans for war-fighting concepts" (CPGW, 204): 
Figure 3.4.: Strategic Targets Level of Effort - Gulf War 
Percent of Number of 
Total Effort Sorties Total: 18,276 
Electrical Power 01 215 
Naval 02 247 
National CMD Authority 02 429 
Air Defense 02 436 
Oil 03 518 
Command and Control 03 601 
Railroad and Bridges 04 712 
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NBC 05 902 
Nfilitary Support 15 2,756 
SRBM 15 2,767 
Airfields 17 3,047 
REP Guard 31 5,646 
This figure shows that the majority of attacks were against exclusively military targets. 
That said, however, the smaller percentage of strikes was still sufficient to cause significant 
damage, with electricity, for example, important given the USAF's pre-war aim not to 
target electricity supplies, being the most severely damaged of all dual-purpose targets of 
the campaign (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 322). Simon's disputes the official targeting list, 
claiming that "US forces in Iraq, in addition to attacking obvious military assets, carried out 
a prodigious onslaught on many civilian targets" (Simons, 1998: 11). The campaign, 
according to the 'International War Crimes Tribunal' aimed to "terrorize the entire country, 
kill people, destroy property, prevent movement, demoralize the people and force the 
overthrow of the govemmenf' (International War Crimes Tribunal, 1992: 15). Simons goes 
on to state that "the identified targets went well beyond the requirements of military 
necessity, a principal goal being to maximise the economic and psychological devastation 
of the Iraqi nation" (Simons, 1998: 11). One report estimates that the campaign destroyed 
350 commercial stores and markets, 120 farms, 58 banks, 157 water and electricity centres, 
646 schools, 16 universities and colleges and 28 hospitals (The International Symposium, 
1994: 9-11 in Simons, 1998). 
The US administration countered this, arguing that: 
Iraq utilized any collateral damage that occurred including damage or injury caused by Iraqi 
surface-to-air missiles and antiaircraft munitions failing to earth in populated areas in its campaign to 
convey the misimpression that the Coalition was targeting populated areas and civilian objects. ... The 
Government of Iraq chose instead to use its civilians to shield legitimate military targets from attack, 
exploiting collateral civilian casualties and damage to civilian objects in its disinformation campaign to 
erode international and US domestic support for the Coalition effort to liberate Kuwait (CPGW, 682, 
684). 
Certainly correlation may exist between Simon's targets and collateral damage but all US 
military sources available did not list such sites as targets - nor would they be expected to. 
However, given the high media attention, seeing strikes on these sites as deliberate 
targeting does appear unlikely and is impossible to substantiate. In addition, the air 
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campaign planners were given clear no-fire lists which included religious and 
archaeological sites, hospitals, mosques and non-military structures (GWAPS Summary, 
1993: 46). Two days before the bombing commenced, Baker and Under Secretary of State 
for Political Affairs, Robert Kimmitt examined the finalised target list with Secretary of 
Defence Cheney and Powell, a meeting which Kimmitt said left him very clear "that those 
political considerations that had been expressed, both at the Cabinet level and [in the NSC 
Deputies Committee], had been well taken into account" (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 45). 
The inter-service rivalry and attempt by the USAF to force a victory through its strategic 
bombing campaign is crucial to an understanding of the practice of the intervention for it is 
here that the civilian and military overlap occurs in terms of the effect of intervention on 
the civilian population. The air campaign plan, "Instant Thunder" while not directly stating 
that the air campaign would win the war, did indicate that US ground troops would not be 
necessary (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 37). Certainly, several key points provide evidence of 
this aim of winning the war through air-power, most particularly the ever increasing target 
list, expanding from 295 to 535 in January 1991. While the Bush administration was in 
favour of an air victory, the ever increasing bombing schedule not only placed Iraqi 
civilians more at risk, but also must bring into question whether the US went beyond the 
mandate given to it by UNSC resolution 678. 
Because of its desire to affect Saddam's ability to control his military and thereby his state, 
the USAF prime targeting focussed on Saddam's ruling Ba'ath Party apparatus as well as 
structures associated with Saddam's clan. The Pentagon estimated that 60% of military 
communications, for example, were run through civilian telegraph system and it was this 
cross-over of targeting that resulted in huge suffering by the civilian population, if not in 
terms of immediate casualties then in the post-war suffering caused by loss of services 
(CPGW, 682; Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 324). The air campaign was to target military 
supporting industries which by there very nature also supported civilian life (GWAPS 
Summary, 1993: 40). The air campaign had the rather contradictory aims of complicating 
the flow of goods and services without harming too greatly the economy of Iraq and sought 
to limit collateral damage while at the same time persuading Iraqi's that an Iraq without 
Saddarn Hussein was a better proposition (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 43-44). The reality of 
modem warfare, particularly given the need for control of the skies meant that certain 
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targets such as communications would have to be struck in order to reduce the effectiveness 
of Iraqi air- defences and command and control abilities (CPGW, 682). What was ominous 
was the manner in which the campaign reflected Baker's warning that Iraq would be forced 
back into a pre-industrial age should it not withdraw from Kuwait (Simons, 1998: 12; 
Washington Version) .41 As it happened, the bombing campaign severely affected services 
of vital importance to civilian life with estimates of recovery of the telecoms system being 
3-12 years, transport, 3-6 years and electricity 5-9 years, in what Freedman and Karsh call a 
"deleterious impact on civilian life, affecting health and welfare (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 322). Similarly, a report to the UN Secretary-General stated that: 
The recent conflict has wrought near-apocalyptic results upon the economic infrastructure of what has 
been, until January 1991, a rather highly urbanized and mechanized society ... Iraq has, for some time to 
come, been relegated to a pre-industrial age, but with all the disabilities of post-industrial dependency on 
an intensive use of energy and technology (Ahtisaar Report, 20 March 1991). 
Campbell places some blame on the fog of war, arguing that slow bomb damage 
assessment and failure to efficiently communicate targeting restrictions to the air forces, 
resulted in far greater damage upon Iraq's civilian infrastructure than was originally 
intended (Campbell, 1993: 11). The structural damage to Iraq is also attributed to poor 
6aimpoint' selection and failure of some units to be informed of 'aimpoint' restrictions, a 
not unexpected result given the scale of bombing being undertaken (GWAPS Summary, 
1993: 71-2). The Washington Post went so far as to accuse the US of bombing "[s]ome 
targets, especially late in the war... primarily to create post-war leverage over Iraq, not to 
influence the course of the conflict itself' (Washington Post, 1993/06/23, quoted in Simons, 
1998: 11). General Michael Dugan, dismissed for stating that Saddam was a target of the 
bombing, commented on initial military targets that they were not sufficient, that the 
bombing should also target "what is unique about Iraqi culture that they put very high value 
on ... that psychologically would make an 
impact on the population and regime" 
(Woodward, 1991: 291). This view is countered by the CPGW which states that great care 
was taken to avoid important religious and historical sites (CPGW, 681). The substantial 
number of aborted air attacks does however reveal that "[s]tringent rules of engagement" 
did prevent attacks where "targets were not visible enough to risk unwanted collateral 
damage" (Record, 1993 : 4). Powell confirmed that "[d]ecisions were impacted by legal 
41 Interestingly, when asked by a journalist whether Saddarn faced the decimation of Iraqi society, the 
liquidation of his military or loss of power, Bush declined to confirm any of these threats (Bush, 
1991/01/09b). Later he was to state that "We do not seek Iraq's destruction" (Bush, 1991/02/05). 
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considerations at every level, [the law of war] proved invaluable in the decision- making 
process", while Bush characterised the air strikes as the "most effective, yet humane, in the 
history of warfare" and that the US had made "every effort possible to keep casualties to a 
minimum" (CPGW, 673; Bush, 1991/01/28). 
Estimate of damage are of course also problematic, given the GWAPS claim, for example that 
electricity in Baghdad, far from taking years to repair was at 90% operation within a year 
(GWAPS Summary, 1993: 74-75). In contrast to the Ahtisaar Report above, William Arkin 
of Greenpeace stated that the air war was "clean on a strategic level", and that he 
could find no evidence of indiscriminate attacks on cities or civilians, intensive collateral damage for 
postwar leverage ... or extensive collateral damage of civilian structures near targets (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 75, footnote 44). 
Careful weapon selection (or "weaponeering") was also undertaken to achieve the desired 
results and avoid excessive collateral damage (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 14). 
However, estimates of deaths to civilians as an indirect result of the bombing, even if based 
on flawed recovery times, do reveal that civilians paid a heavy price, some estimates 
placing the loss of lives as high as II1 000 (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 75 and footnote 
45). 42 As GWAPS states, however, the bombing of sites in Iraq is not the sole reason for 
these deaths, but also the unexpected survival of Saddam Hussein and the continuance of 
sanctions which prevented coalition assistance in repairing Iraq's infrastructure (GWAPS 
Summary, 1993: 76). National Security Directive 54, signed by the president, called for 
every reasonable effort to 
reduce collateral damage incident to military attacks, taking special precautions to minimise civilian 
casualties and damage to non-military economic infrastructure, energy-related facilities, and 
religious sites (NSD 54,15/01/1991). 
While the attacks on Iraqi civilian/military targets could be seen as fulfilling the threat to 
send Iraq to a pre-industrial age, they are also understandable in tenns of an 
underlying if implicit premise of the entire enterprise... that Saddarn and his henchmen could not 
politically survive the kind of military punishment the Coalition planned to inflict on Iraq (Record, 
1993 : 8). 
42 GWAPS cites the work of the Harvard Study Team and William Arkin, both of whose methodologies 
provide a reliable estimate for Iraqi civilian deaths. 
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Further evidence of concern for civilian casualties was the use of Special Operations Forces 
for operations which could have been carried out from the air (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 326). The use of pamphlets to warn. Iraqi civilians of impending attacks, while part of 
psychological operations, can also be considered as an attempt by coalition forces to reduce 
civilian loss of life (GWAPS vol. iv, 1993: 369). Walzer argues that in appraising the 
legitimacy of military action from a moral perspective, one must be able to discern "some 
sign of a positive commitment to save civilian lives" and the general pattern of US 
planning, targeting and method would indicate this commitment, on at least direct 
casualties (Walzer, 2000: 155). As has been discussed, the focal point of the justifications 
was international law and norms - the removal of Saddam from Kuwait was also central to 
Bush's NWO. The US positioned itself to undertake this task and to do so with the 
maximum acceptable force. 
Given the number of sorties flown, the Iraqi figures for civilian deaths from the bombing 
campaign - estimated at 2278 - does indicate coalition concerns for civilian casualties. 
Indeed this number is vastly smaller than those killed in the post-war civil unrest and 
breakdown of economic, health and social organisation (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 329). 43 
The turning point in the bombing campaign came with the bombing of the Amiriya bunker, 
used by women and children as a bomb shelter. Saddam's chief of intelligence at the time, 
Wafic al Samarrai, later confirmed that the bunker was used, in part, as an intelligence 
centre (BBC, 1996). The USAF's desire for victory on the basis of air-power alone and the 
desire to reduce risks to US forces must however be partly to blame. Powell was particularly 
concerned that some targets were being bombed repeatedly for no tactical purpose and the 
coalition air commander General Homer confirmed that they had at that time reached the 
bottom of the target list (BBC, 1996). Following Powell's intervention the USAF 
increasingly began to lose the operational freedom to pursue an airpower victory and 
targeted Iraqi forces in Kuwait (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 328). 
The USAF finally shifted its attacks to the battlefront (BBC, 1996; GWAPS Summary, 
1993: 21). Iraqi soldiers did not receive any restraint from US targeting. One Iraqi soldier 
in Kuwait talked of the sky being full of planes, bombing incessantly (BBC, 1996). 
43 Simons quotes the Iraqi Red Crescent as estimating that 6000-7000 civilians were killed in the war 
(Simons, 1998: 8). 
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Colonel Richard White of the USAF was quoted as saying of the bombing campaign that it 
was like a "turkey shoot ... Its almost like you flipped on the light in the kitchen at night and 
the cockroaches start scurrying, and we're killing them7' (The Independent, 1991/02/06, 
quoted in Simons, 1998). 44 Saddam's former chief of intelligence stated that the bombing 
of Iraqi positions in conjunction with attacks on supply lines had a dramatic effect and that 
while coalition estimates of damage done to weaponry were overly optimistic, the damage 
to Iraqi soldiers was tremendous in terms of their morale. Samarrai noted that on an 
inspection of a division he found only 54 of 15 000 troops still in position, the vast majority 
having deserted (BBC, 1996). This highlights the general lack of morale of Iraqi troops but 
also the ferocity of coalition bombing (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 107). The GWAPS 
estimated after the war that the Iraqi forces had experienced an average of 25-30% 
desertion rate and casualties at less than 10% of the force strength (34 000) (GWAPS 
Summary, 1993: 107). The 170000 POW's captured by coalition forces further highlights 
the effects of the bombing on Iraqi troops, with many prisoners admitting that while they 
would not desert, they had no intention of fighting a ground war with low morale and 
supplies, preferring to surrender (Rahman, 1997: 315; GWAPS Summary, 1993: 107-108). 
There is no restraint of proportionality in this bombing campaign, the only restraint being 
the types of weapons used, but even here the USAF's use of fuel-air explosives is also 
noteworthy given their ability to cause "nuclear-like levels of destruction without arousing 
popular revulsion", a device primarily useful as a psychological weapon (Washington Post, 
1991/02/16, quoted in Simons, 1998: 6; GWAPS vol iv, 1993: 73). US commanders 
desperate to remove the legacy of Vietnam unleashed a devastating attack on Iraqi forces 
fulfilling Bush's promise to give the US military sufficient force to ensure victory and 
minimise coalition casualties (BBC, 1996). 
The USSR still worked behind the scenes to secure a resolution before a ground war was 
initiated. However, the proposed deal was rejected by Bush because it gave Saddam the 
ability to dictate the terms of his defeat, allowing him to keep his army largely intact and 
did not acknowledge the need to comply with all UN resolutions and US aims (Bush, 
1990/10/1,1990/12/18,1990/11/30a, 1990/11/30b, 1990/01/12; Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 383; Rahman, 1997: 312). 
44 In contrast, the GWAPS notes that some Iraqi prisoners expressed appreciation that in many cases that 
armour rather than personnel were targeted (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 107). 
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Powell preferred to force defeat on Saddarn (McCausland, 1993: 64; Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 286). When Bush was informed that Iraqi forces had sabotaged Kuwaiti oil wells and 
were executing young Kuwaitis he gave Iraq a 24 hour deadline to begin withdrawing, with 
one week for complete withdrawal (BBC, 1996; Rahman, 1997: 312; Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 383-4). It was, according to Gates, the final reason that Bush needed to order the 
ground offensive. The Bush administration, fearing the international political climate 
might turn against a ground offensive and given the increased damage being done to 
Kuwait, pressured Schwarzkopf to attack (Rahman, 1997: 312). 
US ground forces met little resistance and advanced faster than expected (BBC, 1996). The 
power and deadliness of the coalition ground strike was shocking, revelling in total 
domination of the air. The US' plan of attack focussed on enticing the Republican Guard 
units to move South and engage coalition troops in order to inflict as much damage as 
possible on the Republican Guard - while at the same time creating a choke on troops 
retreating from Kuwait (Rahman, 1997: 314; BBC, 1996; Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 301). 
Saddam's forces were eventually ordered to retreat but US forces maintained their assault, 
insisting on a public capitulation by Saddam. in what Freedman and Karsh called 
a race between the coalition's determination to destroy as much as possible of the Iraqi military 
capability and Saddam's awareness of the need to accept all UN resolutions unequivocally 
(Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 401). 
Freedman and Karsh deem the battle as flawed only by timing, with political discomfort 
preventing massive destruction of Iraqi forces (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 408). 
By 27 February 34 of the 40 Iraqi divisions in Kuwait were rendered ineffective and the 
Iraqi ambassador to the UN informed the UNSC that Iraq was ready to abide with all 
resolutions. Bush declared an end to the conflict at midnight Washington time, 100 hours 
after the offensive began (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 405). Initial US estimates of Iraqi 
deaths were as high as 150 000, but the figure was later thought to be closer to 15 000 
(Rahman, 1997: 3 19). 45 
45 Estimates of Iraqi deaths varied, ranging from 20 000 to 35 000 (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 408). Simons, 
writing five years later claims "hundreds of thousands of Iraqi fatalities" given the methods employed by the 
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Three aspects of the ground campaign need to be highlighted in order to reflect 
appropriately an the practice of the war and how this reflects on the justifications. 
First, Schwarzkopf, in keeping with the Bush administration's goals for the campaign 
ordered an attack on retreating forces and the Republican Guard units near Basra in what 
came to be termed the 'Highway of Death' (Rahman, 1997: 314; BBC, 1996). Bush had to 
decide whether the military and political advantage to be gained from continuing the 
attacks was worth the political costs he was enduring as a result of the public shock at the 
carnage displayed by the media (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 405). Schwarzkopf stated that 
he would have continued the attacks on retreating forces, but adhered to the decisions of his 
political masters, calling Bush's decision to desist from attacks as "humane and 
courageous" (Washington Version, 1992). It is however more likely that the Bush 
responded to public pressure as original war planning had called for attacks on the 
Republican Guard such that it could no longer help Saddam "retain order in the country" 
(BBC, 1996; Bush, 14/03/1991; Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 403; GWAPS Summary, 
1993: 47). The attacks on retreating forces correlated with pre-war statements regarding the 
regional instability that allowing Saddam to keep his forces intact would cause (Bush, 
1990/10/01,1990/12/18). Cheney later stated that US forces could not be expected to 
continue the slaughter of retreating soldiers, which is supported by Freedman and Karsh, 
but this statement must be weighed against the approval for the attacks from General 
Schwarzkopf who called on his forces to "reap destruction and annihilation" and statements 
from pilots (BBC, 1996; Washington Version; Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 405). The 
attacks were justified by Schwarzkopf and Colonel David Baker (officer in command of the 
attacking planes) as being against armed units, rapists and thugs. Cheney defended this act 
in terms of the law of war, claiming that a "combatant force involved in an armed conflict is 
not obligated to offer its opponent an opportunity to surrender before carrying out an attack" 
(CPGW, 702,722). 
Here again the problematic position of attempting to judge the nature of warfare emerges. 
Coalition attacks on the retreating convoy were an appropriate military act. However, in 
US and coalition forces, but this is unlikely given the high rate of desertion by Iraqi troops prior to the 
commencement of the ground offensive (Simons, 1998: 9). 
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terms of the mandate given to the coalition forces by the UN this action must be seen to be 
disproportionate given that Iraqi forces were retreating from Kuwait. It would appear to 
have been a disproportionate use of force given the focus on international law in the 
justifications for the war and the aims of UNSC resolution 678. Again this action can be 
viewed in terms of the sanctity of US lives as against those of Iraqi's - General McPeak for 
example argued "[flt's a tough business [but] our obligation is to our own people" 
(Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 403). Eyewitness accounts of the killing refer to massacres 
and slaughter of retreating forces (Dewar, 1991/04/1 1). 46 Descriptions of those involved in 
attacking the retreating convoy suggesting a blood sport "rabbits in a sack, fish in a barrel, 
turkey shoot, clubbing seals" certainly portrays a worrying view of Iraqi soldiers in terms 
of common, helpless prey (Freedman and Karsh, 1993 : 403). Besides what is seen as the 
military rationale for attacking retreating Iraqi forces, the attacks must also be see in the 
light of two administration declarations; the first that the US would not attack unarmed 
retreating forces, the second that the US would "consider retreating combat units as a 
movement of war" (Fitzwater, 22/02/1991,25/02/199 1). The CPGW report later confirmed 
that the: 
law of war permits the attack of enemy combatants and enemy equipment at any time, wherever located, 
whether advancing, retreating, or standing still. Retreat does not prevent further attack (CPGW, 722). 
While this does not excuse the method of annihilation, it does highlight the coalitions aim 
to reduce Iraq's military strength and prevent Saddam maintaining a strong military. Again 
however, the disparity between US war aims and the UNSC resolutions' objectives must be 
highlighted. 47 
A second area of concern was the burying alive of Iraqi troops. Simons highlights the use of 
bulldozers to bury alive Iraqi soldiers as evidence of US war climes (Simons, 1998: 9). 
However, the CPGW defends this US practice, arguing both in terms of the need to minimise 
US casualties and in terms of the law of war. 
Iraqi defenders were given the opportunity to surrender ... the breaching tactics used by US Army and 
Marine Corps forces assigned this assault mission were entirely consistent with US law of war 
obligations (CPGW, 704). 
46 The GWAPS cites on the scene reports that a head count of dead totalled between 200 and 300, far less than 
may have been expected (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 113). 
47 It is interesting that a second "choke point" for retreating forces at Hawr al Hammar north-west of Basra 
received far less attention in the media despite being equally brutal (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 115). 
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Ultimately the issue becomes one of deciding whether the Iraqi soldiers were given 
sufficient opportunity to surrender. Certainly the number of troops which surrendered do 
indicate that this option was available to Iraqi soldiers, and pamphlet drops did warn Iraqi 
soldiers of which one senior Iraqi officer later said "The PSYOP campaign told soldiers to 
leave their vehicles to avoid injury ... it proved what President Bush said about not fighting 
the Iraqi people" (GWAPS vol. iv, 1993: 371-375). 48 In the end, it is not altogether clear 
why such an outcry is made in regards to this tactical use of weaponry as opposed to killing 
armed combatants by other methods, given that it is not against the rules of war. 
The third area to discuss is the use by the US of depleted uranium projectiles, "used 
because of their capacity to destroy armour and other defences" (Simons, 1998: 5; GWAPS 
vol. iv, 1993: 52,222). The United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority estimated that the 
coalition left at least 40 tons of depleted uranium on Gulf battlefields (Cohen, 199 1 /11 /10). 
Simons argues that these could be deemed part of the category of prohibited weapons under 
UN General Assembly Resolution 33/84(b) of 1978/12/13 (Simons, 1998: 5). While 
Simons' claim is not legally accurate the use of depleted uranium does cross the boundary 
between soldier and civilian. While the precision bombing and concern over collateral 
damage was welcome, the use of depleted uranium ensured a long-term threat to all 
inhabitants of Iraq. It is perhaps the indirect and slow results of the uranium which made 
its use possible - no bombed children for the media to photograph. Of course the use of 
such weaponry was not necessarily approved by the Bush administration and is more a 
tactical decision, but its use does nonetheless expose a lack of concern for civilian safety 
contrary to the concern for Iraqi civilians' suffering expressed by Bush both prior to and 
during the campaign (Bush, 1990/08/30,1990/10/01,1990/11/05,1990/01/16b). 
While controversial these three areas reveal a pattern of behaviour which was congruent 
with the justifications for the war. As has been discussed, the focal point of the 
justifications was the removal of Saddam from Kuwait on the basis that this was the 
principle on which international law and norms rested, central to Bush's NWO. The US 
48 Interestingly the PSYOPS campaign, for purposes of intimidation, also utilised the dropping of 15000 ton 
bombs (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 22). 
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positioned itself to undertake this task and to do so with the maximum acceptable force. 
Concern for human life, while forwarded to Iraqi civilians was not applied to Iraqi soldiers. 
There is little reason to critique the US actions in terms of the laws of war but the use of 
depleted uranium must be criticised for its long-term effects on Iraqi civilians. 
Post-War Rebellion and Safe-Havens 
The chapter now moves to a brief discussion of the Post-war safe-havens, important for the 
shift they indicate in international society so soon after the Gulf War. This section is 
included in chapter 3 as the post-war rebellion and safe-havens provide further observations 
of the justifications for the Gulf War as well as providing an important bridge between the 
first two cases, particularly in a shift towards humanitarian justifications. This section 
examines the justifications for the establishment of the Northern no-fly zone in the months 
following the Gulf War. It then briefly refers to UNSC debates before commenting 
together with the Gulf War, on the implications of these cases for the pluralist/solidarist 
debate in international society. 
Following the defeat of Iraq's army, Shi'ite Moslems in Southern Iraq and Kurds in the 
North rebelled against Saddam's government, emboldened by what were deemed to be 
proclamations of support from President Bush and his administration. Saddam moved to 
crush the rebellions "with a degree of brutality that was exceptional even by the exacting 
standards of the regime" (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 419). Men, women and children were 
executed or attacked by the Iraqi military. By the end of March 1991 hundreds of 
thousands of refugees sought refuge in inhospitable mountains in Northern Iraq or sanctity 
across the Southern border into Iran with an estimated 400 to 1000 people dying each day 
(Weiss, 1999: 50). 
The US did not move militarily to prevent the killing, inaction defended by Bush in terms 
of available options, and international law, as previous UNSC resolutions did not provide 
the authority to become involved in Iraq itself (Bush, 1991/03/27,1991/04/03a). On 20 and 
22 March 1991, the USAF shot down Iraqi aeroplanes involved in attacks on civilians and 
US armoured divisions were sent across the border into Iraq in order to intimidate Iraqi 
forces, but these were limited and isolated responses (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 420). 
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However, when asked on 27 March whether he would "consider intervening" in order to 
help prevent the attacks on civilians the President replied that "We were there under the 
United Nations resolutions. We're now trying to finalize the cease-fire, and that will take 
care of the U. S. role. But I want to get our forces back home as soon as I can" (Bush, 
1991/03/27). 
The justifications are clear -US action against Iraq was one of international law, now 
fulfilled, and Bush's responsibility was to his troops and not to Iraqi civilians. The 
following figure illustrates the justifications for both inaction and action made by President 
Bush: 
Figure 3.5.: Justifications / Explanations of Inaction and Action Leading to Relief 















March '92' 14 2 6 0 2 3 27 
April 18 1 23 5 0 22 69 
May 2 0 2 0 0 2 6 
June 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 
July 9 0 5 1 3 2 20 
L 
August 1 2 3 1 0 0 7 
Overall the justifications are few and indicate the president's preoccupation with domestic 
economic matters, the collapse of the USSR and political change in South Africa. There 
are however four points to make from the above statistics. 
First, the major focus during March was on US success in fulfilling the resolutions of the 
LJNSC. Some concern was voiced on humanitarian matters, but the focus of the language 
being used by the president was on fulfilment of international obligations in defence of 
international law and norms, reinforcing his NWO. 
Second, and most interesting, is not the increase in humanitarianism justifications in April 
1991, but that this increase was matched by an emphasis in rhetoric regarding the frequent 
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promises by Bush prior to the war to avoid a second Vietnam and to return US troops after 
the completion of the military objectives of liberating Kuwait. References to Vietnam after 
the war displayed pride and relief that the US was finally able to exorcise the ghosts which 
had haunted it's military since failure in Vietnam. As one commentator wrote: 
U. S. -led forces... may have defeated not just the Iraqi army but also the more virulent of the ghosts 
from the Vietnam era: self-doubt, fear of power, divisiveness, a fundamental uncertainty about 
America's purpose in the world (Cloud, 11/3/9 1). 49 
Even as domestic pressure for humanitarian action increased Bush stayed committed to his 
pledges to return US troops home in order to avoid a feared second Vietnam. Criticism of 
US inaction fails to recognise the importance of this to the president. It is possible to view 
this in terms of US lives being more valuable than those of Iraqi's, but this is not 
necessarily the incorrect position for Bush to have taken given his pre-war promises to his 
electorate (Bush, 1991/04/03b). This reinforces the pluralist view of human rights 
highlighted in the war. Bush viewed Iraqi human rights as an internal matter of Iraq. Only 
3 days before the decision to announce the safe-havens Bush stated: "We will not interfere 
in Iraqs civil war. Iraqi people must decide their own political future" (Bush, 1991/04/13). 
Bush justified this lack of action by representing the repression as a civil war or internal 
struggle that Iraqis had to solve themselves, believing that the US public's fear of another 
Vietnam would support the administration's policy, and there is, in Wheeler's opinion, little 
reason to have doubted this thinking (Bush, 1991/04/03a, 1991/04/13; Wheeler, 2000: 147). 
As Stromseth argued, US action must be understood in terms of the "political and strategic 
considerations [which] once again overrode humanitarian concerns", or as Freedman and 
Karsh argue "national interests superseded humanitarian concerns" (Stromseth, 1993: 81; 
Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 420). Bush highlighted his dilemma when he said that: 
Well, I feel frustrated any time innocent civilians are being slaughtered. And I feel very frustrated 
about that. But the United States and these other countries with us in this coalition did not go there to 
settle all the internal affairs of Iraq (Bush, 1991/04/03a). 
There was also concern that support for the rebels would lead to the fragmentation of Iraq 
(which was particularly contentious given the Kurdish problem for Turkey) and fears for 
Saudi Arabia and for US casualties which further operations would entail (Freedman and 
Karsh, 1993: 414; Wheeler, 2000: 147; Fisk 1991). 
49 This self-belief was accentuated again in the post-9/11 experience in Afghanistan. 
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Third, despite the increase in humanitarian rhetoric, many of these justifications were 
qualified in terms of international law and norms or national interests, as illustrated by the - 
following statements: 
At stake are not only the lives of hundreds of thousands of innocent men, women, and children but 
the peace and security of the Gulf (Bush, 1991/04/05a). 
But what we're doing is humanitarian. We're getting enormous credit, finally -- not that we're in there 
for credit - for saving lives and helping innocent victims of Saddam Hussein's brutality (Bush, 
1991/04/29). 
In response to the question of whether Bush saw any possible role for either British or 
American forces intervening militarily in Iraq, Bush replied: "I do not. We are not -- that 
would be going beyond our mandate" (Bush, 1991/03/16). 
General Powell warned Saddain "to be a little careful how he goes about suppressing the 
various insurrections that are taking place", while Bush spoke of the complications in 
organising a cease-fire with such attacks on Iraqi civilians taking place (Freedman and 
Karsh, 1993: 420; Bush, 1991/04/13). It was not therefore the fact of suppression that ýVas 
problematic, but the means by which this was done. This was not the threatening language 
which Saddam. was subjected to prior to the war and must have left him feeling secure in 
the continuation of the repression. This again emphasized the US' pluralist approach to 
international order in privileging the sovereignty of the state over that of the individual. 
The US did not want to become involved in Iraq, but a lack of discretion by Saddain could 
force their hand given public pressure over the nature of the suppression. It is interesting to 
reflect on the failure by the US to act in regards to Iraqi civilian deaths given the efforts 
made to reduce collateral damage during the war. It would appear that the deaths of 
civilians were acceptable as long as they were not caused by the US. Whether this was 
caused by media coverage or the policy of the US military it created a twisted humanitarian 
logic. 
Senator Orrin Hatch called for not only covert action against Saddam, but also safe-havens 
and increased retaliatory strikes, arguing that "[e]ven without explicit UN endorsement, the 
doctrine of humanitarian intervention will legitimise our actions under international law" 
(Mullin, 17/04/1991). But even so "humanitarian" a response from a US politician was still 
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in the context of a Ba'ath Party successor. This was the key to Bush's pre-war comments 
designed to encourage Iraqi's to rebel against Saddam. Talbott argues that Bush double- 
crossed the Iraqi rebels, while the president was consistently questioned on this supposed 
betrayal by the media (Talbott, 1991/04/15; Bush, 1991/04/03a, 1991/04/03b, 1991/04/07, 
1991/04/16). However, what emerges from a study of his comments is the fact that at least 
50% of them focused on the Iraqi army (for example, Bush stated: "If his own army would 
do something about it, maybe we could start over"), implying a coup or new Ba'ath Party 
leader and not a radical reworking of Iraq's domestic situation - an outcome not in the 
interests of coalition allies or the US (Bush, 1991/04/03a, 1991/02/15). 
Cheney argued: 
If we had gone to Baghdad and got rid of Saddarn Hussein ... then you're faced with the question of 
what kind of government are you going to establish in Iraq ... How many forces are you going to have 
to leave there to keep it propped up, how many casualties are you going to take through the course of 
this operation (Cheney, 1992/02/16)? 
Former US Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs, Richard Murphy argued: 
If he survives, and is defanged, so what, why worry about it? He can make all the speeches he 
wants. A weakened Saddam with a weakened army and a weakened political reputation is maybe 
better for us if he is in power than if he is martyred. I don't think we want to get anywhere near 
Baghdad (Guardian, 1991/02/28). 
What this reveals is that the NWO was to be built not on 'universal' principles, but rather a 
NWO whose universal values were "more compatible with our values and congenial to our 
interest" revealing traces of coercive solidarism and exceptionalism in the US position - 
two factors which did not feature substantially in the Gulf War justifications, but which 
became central to US justifications post-9/11 as will be shown in chapters 5 and 6 (Bush, 
1993/01/05). While an Iraq with Saddam in power was not necessarily conducive to US 
values and interests, the alternatives were conceivably worse. The Bush administration was 
criticised for not removing Saddam from power, but this was never the primary focus of the 
military campaign, (Bush, 1991/03/01,1991/04/03a, 1991/04/03b). 50 There were certainly 
statements indicating that the US wished for Saddam's removal, but there was an 
underlying requirement that Saddam's replacement be from within the Iraqi elite so as not 
to cause too great a political disruption in Iraq (Bush, 1991/04/03a). It was also clear that a 
50 Initial planning by CENTCOM aimed at "decapitating" his leadership (GWAPS Summary, 1993: 27). 
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Shi'ite takeover of Iraq, which would have a close affinity with Iran was an "anathema to 
American political thinking" (Bush, 1991/02/15; Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 414). 
What is surprising is that US inaction was so thorough. Wheeler notes that Western pilots 
were under strict orders not to intervene to help the Kurds (Wheeler, 2000: 141). It is 
certainly surprising that some action was not taken against Iraqi troops killing civilians 
particularly given that a formal cease-fire was not yet in place (Bush, 1991/03/14). Talbott 
sums up the situation when he writes that: 
At first the winners of the gulf war congratulated themselves for re- establishing the taboo against 
aggression: invade a neighboring state, and you'll be sorry. But now the loser in the war has 
exploited an awkward corollary: stay on your own territory, wrap yourself in the cloak of 
sovereignty, and you can do anything you want. Having been punished for violating the sanctity of 
borders, Saddarn Hussein has found protection behind that same principle as he commits atrocities 
against his own citizens (Talbott, 15/4/91). 
Bush's NWO, resting on the legitimacy of international law, provided Saddam with 
protection from further military action. There was insufficient national interest to risk the 
lives of US soldiers or a vulnerable US economy. 
Vice-President Quayle emphasised the national interest over humanitarian concerns, 
stating: "before embarking on such a course, we had better think it through and determine 
whether or not it's in our national interest" (Quayle, 1991/04/09). By the end of April two 
million refugees were fleeing Saddam's attacks (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 420). With 
dramatic media coverage of the refugee crisis bringing the tragedy into the homes of US 
citizens, Bush was forced onto the political defensive (Bush, 1991/03/13,1991/03/14, 
1991/03/16). While Bush could point to UN mandates as the reason why he did not send 
his troops into Iraq to topple Saddam's governments, the humanitarian suffering presented 
a new problem (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 42 1). The US' initial large scale response was 
the dropping of relief supplies to the refugees, but this action failed to stem civilian deaths 
(Bush, 1991/04/05, Bush, 1991/04/16). Martin Shaw, in agreement with James Mayall, 
claims that "media coverage compelled intervention by the Western powers" (Shaw, 
1996: 156; Mayall, 1991: 426). However, as Wheeler points out, media pressure does not 
provide a sufficient answer as Rwanda and Bosnia would later reveal, but rather, the US 
and its allies had not yet resolved how to contain and pressure Saddarn given their failure to 
occupy Iraq or see Saddarn fall (Wheeler, 2000: 165; Jackson, 2000: 261-3). The no-fly 
97 
zones created the opportunity to fulfil political, moral and strategic goals and at a low risk 
to US soldiers. As Wheeler argues, Saddam was to lose more control of the sovereign 
territory of Iraq because of this non-compliance - the US was able to assist Kurds, maintain 
an aggressive military presence in Iraq, and sustain pressure on Saddam (Wheeler, 
2000: 163). 
On 3 April, in response to the crisis, the US, UK and France pushed through UNSC 
resolution 687. This resolution was unlike any other passed at the UN, and placed key 
aspects of Iraq's internal affairs under the inspection of the UN and was designed to further 
weaken Saddam, perhaps leading to a coup by Iraqi elite (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 416- 
417). 
Interestingly, of the almost 5 pages of the resolution, only one paragraph relates to the 
human rights abuses, stating "Taking note with grave concern of the reports transmitted by 
the Secretary-General ... and conscious of the necessity to meet urgently the humanitarian 
needs in Kuwait and Iraq" (UNSC resolution 687). 
The vast majority of the resolution involved Iraq's WMD program, and was significant for 
the new ground that it broke in terms of interference in the domestic affairs of a state 
through the insistence on UN inspection teams and other measures (Jackson, 2000: 261). 
There was therefore, very little overt concern for Iraqi civilians being persecuted in Iraq in 
early April 1991. The resolution was indicative of further developments in terms of the 
activity of the UNSC and pointed towards the emergence of a new approach to international 
society in which a defeated state was not occupied, but rather had limitations placed on its 
sovereignty through invasive resolutions which aimed at reducing the violent state's 
capabilities to do future harm (Jackson, 2000: 263). This did however weaken pluralist 
norms of sovereign integrity. 
However, the sheer scale of the disaster meant that the US and the international community 
were increasingly pressured to take further action. Three days later the UNSC passed a 
further resolution (688) which condemned "the repression of the Iraqi civilian population in 
many parts of Iraq ... the consequences of which threaten international peace and security in 
the region" (UNSC Resolution, 688) 
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while at the same time, 
Reaffiriming the commitment of all Member States to respect the sovereignty, 
territorial integrity and political independence of Iraq and of all States in the region (UNSC 
Resolution, 688). 
The resolution was heavily debated given the concern that it would create a precedent, 
particularly those which feared being subject to a future intervention (Stromseth, 1993: 86). 
The UK Permanent Representative to the Security Council argued that is was the danger of 
elevating intervention to a duty which was problematic for members of the UN and UNSC 
and pluralist norms again trumped solidarist concerns (Wheeler, 2000: 142). 
Pertinent to the pluralist/solidarist tension in international society was the Yemeni 
ambassador's objections to the resolution: 
We have been told that one of the pillars of the new world order is respect for law and the rule of law 
... What we are witnessing, however, is in point of fact a gradual retreat from law and the rule of law 
and, in some cases, an attempt to circumvent the international rule of law for political ends (SCOR, 
2982 nd Meeting, 1991/04/05: 17). 
This statement points to an acute contradiction between Bush's pre-war justifications and 
the post-war actions which culminated in the no-fly zones. 
Importantly, in order to secure international support and legitimacy for action, the 
humanitarian aspects of the action were emphasised for the explicit reason that action not 
be deemed intervention, thereby simultaneously weakening and maintaining pluralist 
norms. The resolution justified the intervention in the internal affairs of a member state 
because of a threat to IPS, with the US ambassador arguing that the UNSC had the 
legitimate responsibility to respond to the concerns of Turkey and the Islamic Republic of 
Iran ... [given that] The transboundary impact of Iraq's treatment of 
its civilian population threatens 
regional stability (SCOR, 2982"d Meeting, 1991/04/05: 58) 
It is this which explains why even when Bush did decide to assist the persecuted Kurds, this 
action was expressed in terms of humanitarian aid and not intervention - thus protecting 
Kurds without violating Article 2(7) of the Charter, the non-interference in the domestic 
jurisdiction of a member state (Rodley, 1992: 29; SCOR, 2982"d Meeting, 1991/05/04: 58; 
Bush, 1991/04/16). Pluralist norms therefore formed the bed-rock on which a solidarist 
position was built. Of the UNSC members, only France and UK explicitly raised 
99 
humanitarian reasons to justify the resolution, but these justifications were only made in the 
post-vote comments (SCOR, 2982 nd Meeting, 1991/05/04: 53). In addition, the use of force 
was not mandated in resolution 688, because, as Wheeler points out, it would not have 
passed with such conditions (Wheeler, 2000: 154). Bush, when announcing the safe- 
havens, spoke only of US action being consistent with resolution 688 (Bush, 1991/04/16). 
It was only with the Southern No-Fly zones created months later that US intervention was 
termed as fulfilling UNSC resolution 688. LJNSC resolution 688 falls between Chapter VI 
and VII of the UN Charter, given that its reference to demands is associated with Chapter 
VII while the lack of a mandate to use force clearly places the resolution into Chapter VI 
(Wheeler, 2000: 146). 
The initiative for safe havens came from the UK on 8 April 1991 (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 423). The decision to operate a safe haven was the best option available to the US 
given its desire not to become embroiled in a civil-war, nor to catalyse the fragmentation of 
Iraq, particularly given Turkey's concerns of a Kurdish state (Freedman and Karsh, 
1993: 421). 
The safe haven has important implications for a solidarist shift towards humanitarianism. 
While there could be no dispute that the safe havens were morally justified, the US was 
placing human needs over the sanctity of national borders, a sanctity which they had used 
as their major justificatory principle for the Gulf War (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 423). On 
II April the US Senate passed resolution 99 which recognised US "moral obligation to 
provide sustained humanitarian relief for Iraqi refugees" and called for the creation of 
"temporary enclaves to provide sanctuary" requesting that the President pressure the UNSC 
to permit such action under Chapter VII (United States Senate, 1991/04/11). Bush was 
thereby given the political capital to engage US troops in Iraq against his earlier promises 
not to do so, yet he continued to take seriously Pentagon advice about the dangers of a new 
Vietnam and remained committed to his promise to withdraw US troops (Wheeler, 
2000: 150-1; Bush, 1991/04/06). As the vice-president pointed out following the 
announcement of relief efforts, the administration was concerned that public pressure to 
assist the Kurds would wilt should US troops suffer heavy casualties: "Today, military 
intervention on behalf of the Kurds and Shi'ites might enjoy popular support -- but it 
wouldn't last long" (Quayle, 09/04/1991). Mayall contends that US action was finally 
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required as the political dividends secured through the Gulf War victory were being 
threatened by Bush's inaction in the face of Kurdish suffering, in stark contrast to his strong 
leadership against the Kuwaiti invasion (Mayall, 1991: 426). 
Bush was not opposed to the idea of the enclaves but rather of US involvement in them, 
again arguing in terms of his priorities to US soldiers: 
I made very clear that when our objectives were obtained that our troops would be coming home. 
And yes, we want the suffering of those refugees to stop, and in keeping with our nation's 
compassion and concern, we are massively helping. But yes, I want our troops out of Iraq and back 
home as soon as possible (Bush, 1991/04/13). 
The US warned Iraq forces on 11/04/1991 not to cross the 36th parallel because of US 
involvement in distributing aid, effectively indicating intervention as Iraqi forces were no 
longer able to operate freely across their sovereign territory (Wheeler, 2000: 150). A 
dramatic u-turn occurred on 16 April with the US even being so bold as to claim the safe 
haven idea for itself as evident in the following statement by Bush: 
Consistent with United Nations Security Council Resolution 688 and working closely with the 
United Nations and other international relief organizations and our European partners, I have 
directed the U. S. military to begin immediately to establish several encampments in northern Iraq 
where relief supplies for these refugees will be made available (Bush, 1991/04/16). 
Despite Bush's initial intransigence, the decision to take action should be seen to rest at 
least partially on concern for human suffering, as it was after hearing from Baker - who had 
travelled to Turkey to see the refugee crisis - that Bush finally decided to act, being 
convinced by one of his inner circle that this was indeed the right thing to do and that the 
US was the only state able to take decisive action (Washington Version; Wheeler, 
2000: 151,158). As Wheeler points out, another president may have continued to follow 
Pentagon advice to remain passive, but Bush heeded Baker's advice (Wheeler, 2000: 166). 
One State Department official reported that "the word came down that there should be an 
all-out-effort, that money and organization didn't matter" (Sciolino, 1991/04/18). 
Interestingly to note is Bush's clear reference to co-operation with the UN despite clear 
opposition from Russia, India, China, Cuba and Yemen (SCOR, 2982 nd Meeting, 
1991/04/05: 63; Wheeler, 2000: 144). 
Within eleven days of the passing of resolution 688, the US had authorised the deployment 
of forces to secure safe-havens which Soviet foreign ministry spokesman, Vitaly Churkin, 
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said "would take away part of Iraq's sovereignty without the agreement of Iraq" (White, 
1991/04/17). The safe havens could be seen to provide the US with a means to help the 
Kurds, yet in a way which involved little risk to US personnel. In this way they provided 
the Bush administration with a means to protect US soldiers and save civilian lives and they 
are not therefore problematic when viewed against the justifications. Through the no-fly 
zone, coalition forces claimed the right to attack any Iraqi fixed or rotary wing aircraft in 
what was again a clear breach of the resolution which had not authorised the use of force 
(UNSC resolution 688; Wheeler, 2000: 162). The safe-havens achieved their goal of 
alleviating the suffering of the Kurds and US troops withdrew from Northern Iraq in mid- 
July 1991, leaving little "doubt that western action saved thousands of lives" (Bush, 
1991/07/16; Wheeler, 2000: 158). The US did however continue to intervene in Iraq 
through the maintenance of the no-fly zone, which was extended to Southern Iraq, but only 
in August 1992 (Bush, 1992/08/26). This chapter does not look in detail at the US 
operation in Southern Iraq but it is important that any assessment of the effort to assist the 
Kurds in Northern Iraq must take into consideration the failure to help Shiites in South 
(Wheeler, 2000: 16 1). As Wheeler states, 
Unfortunately for the Shiites, their' cries for help in 1991 received little media attention and 
governments were not forced into taking the actions they had taken on behalf of the Kurds (Wheeler, 
2000: 161). 
This lack of action casts doubt on the solidarist claims for international society and the 
establishment of the no-fly zones can therefore be seen as serving both humanitarian and 
national security interests (Wheeler, 2000: 164). 
Conclusion: Pluralism or Solidarism Advanced? 
The Gulf War elevated international society relative to international system and world 
society. In addition, the Gulf War and post-war safe havens reveal the pluralist and 
solidarist pressures within international society. The Gulf War itself reflected positively on 
the English School idea of international society given the focus on the UN in securing 
support in opposition to Iraq and in isolating Iraq both politically and economically and 
more specifically through reference to the norms of sovereignty, non-intervention and 
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independence. Both the pluralist and solidarist positions share the norms of international 
society, their respective positions being defined by the privileging of the norms, especially 
sovereignty and human-rights. Sovereignty, non-intervention and UNSC mandated use of 
force all solidified international society norms. 
The justifications for the war were built primarily on international law and norms, with 
particular attention being given to the hope of a NWO emerging after the Cold War. The 
war is not as contentious as the safe havens which were to follow it, particularly given the 
"remarkable UN consensus" in support of US action with UNSC voting revealing the 
substantial support for US action against Iraq (Freedman and Karsh, 1993: 284). The 
international law justifications for the war, rooted in the sovereign independence of states, 
reflect both pluralist and solidarist positions within the English School. Both positions see 
territorial independence of states as central to international society, and indeed the 
justifications reflected a pluralist's appreciation for, or expectation of, national interest in 
the justifications. The primary references to international law and norms and the repeated 
references to a NWO and revived UN represent the pluralist's central focus on states and. 
their co-operation on the basic norms of international society. 
As Campbell points out - central to the justifications for the war were the principles of 
sovereignty and independence, against aggression (Campbell, 1993: 22). However, 
sovereignty should not be seen as the full picture however, as East Timor, Lebanon or 
Panama would have been more stoutly defended and met with more outrage from the 
international community (Campbell, 1993: 24). Rather, the Gulf War should be seen to 
occur in a context of international upheaval given the end of the Cold War, but more 
importantly, upholding international law and protecting national interests combined in this 
case. Clearly the use of force in the Gulf War sought legitimacy in the consensus of the 
UNSC. 
The war revealed international society ascendant but the post-war response to internal 
repression in Iraq and the safe havens brought the solidarist and pluralist positions into 
contention given the centrality of humanitarian abuses. The safe-havens represented a 
normative shift in international society given that UNSC resolution 688 identified the 
internal repression in Iraq and its resulting refugee massive flows as a threat to international 
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peace and security, even though the resolution was not passed under Chapter VII (Wheeler, 
2000: 169). The UNSC was "not ready to cross the normative Rubicon of authorising the 
threat or the use of force to protect human rights inside state borders" but the US did act 
with a coalition of the willing (Wheeler, 2000: 169). Roberts argues that US action in the 
safe-havens can be interpreted in terms of the customary law of victors; that US action "in 
respect of a defeated country for whose condition they have some responsibility, and over 
whose future they wish to have some say" (Roberts, 1993: 437). Jackson highlights the 
crucial fact that the humanitarian intervention developed within the framework of the role 
of ousting Iraq from Kuwait and it would "be misleading to claim that the coalition 
intervention in Iraq to protect the Kurds signals a fundamental normative change in IR" - 
such an argument ignores the context and the wording of resolution 688 which makes IPS 
concerns "abundantly clear" (Jackson, 2000: 262-263). Weller calls this "diplomatic 
sophistry ... to avoid setting a precedent of general application", but that this did "not 
diminish the right of action of the UN in this instance" (Weller, 1991). Moreover, the 
UNSC debate over resolution 688 was cast in the language of, but did not explicitly refer 
to, Chapter VII (Wheeler, 2000: 143). Legally, without this reference to Chapter VII, the 
intervention was against Article 2 (7) of the UN Charter which forbids interference in the 
internal affairs of a state, a fundamental norm of international society, particularly from a 
pluralist perspective. This is where the greatest paradox lies, where the pluralist and 
solidarist tendencies met. The initial inaction by the US was justified in terms of 
international law, the human tragedy shunned behind the veil of sovereignty. However, 
when the safe-havens were established, this was done without a legal mandate, "consistent 
with", but not mandated by resolution 688, as the Secretary-General pointed out (Bush, 
1991/04/16; Wheeler, 2000: 152-3). 
The initial design of Operation Provide Comfort - to drop aid to refugees can certainly be 
seen to comply with the mandate given by 688, but the safe havens must be seen as an 
illegal step taken by the US and coalition forces. This is particularly important given the 
importance of justifications relating to international law by President Bush, who initially 
justified the lack of assistance to civilians in Iraq by declaring that the US was not going to 
"use force beyond the mandate of the United Nations" (Bush, 1991/04/07). It is here 
therefore where the solidarist claim is to be found. 
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Jackson does not see resolution 687 as constituting a new normative development but rather 
must be seen as a novel and "innovative response to the problem created by not invading 
and occupying Iraq" and that the ftirther resolutions must be understood as part of the 
commitment to international peace and security and can only be understood in the context 
in which they were passed, the major aim being to ensure that Saddam's Iraq did not 
remain a threat to international peace and security (Jackson, 2000: 261-3). However, prior 
to 1990, such wording and resolutions would not have been possible and that the context of 
cooperation which now existed allowed such action to be taken did indeed point to 
humanitarian concern at the very least, if not to a humanitarian norm gaining ascendancy 
over non-intervention. However Jackson is correct that the major results of these 
resolutions - the weapons inspectors and no-fly zones - can both be seen as means to 
further weaken and Iraq post-war, rather than for explicit humanitarian concerns alone. 
Wheeler argues that it is possible that a humanitarian argument could be used for 
legitimating the use of force even if not specifically authorised in the UNSC given that no 
government, except Iraq and those LJNSC states which voted against the resolution publicly 
challenged the legality of the safe-havens, not wanting to be seen to be critical of action 
"that was directed against a government that was guilty of appalling human rights abuses" 
(Wheeler, 2000: 154,162). "Acquiescence rather than tacit legitimation captures the 
response of those governments to Western Intervention" (Wheeler, 2000: 154-5). The fact 
that the debate on the resolution may have centred on sovereignty and territorial 
independence can therefore be seen to be a means through which opposition could be 
placated, given that justifications outside of the UN were explicitly humanitarian (Wheeler, 
2003: 34; Bush, 1991/04/05). However, it is also possible to argue, in agreement with 
Jackson that "Iraq by virtue of its aggression had forfeited its rights of non-intervention" 
(Jackson, 2000: 262-263; Wheeler, 2000: 168). As Strometh argues, the resolution 
"permitted the allies to take action during this period of evolving norms while not forcing 
the hand of the Chinese and others who were willing to tolerate actions de facto that they 
would not authorize de juro" (Strometh, 1993: 100). 
Much of the solidarist claims do seem to rest on uncertain ground. While Wheeler's 
argument that the West's reliance on resolution 688 "enabled intervention internationally, 
just as media coverage did domestically", it is still necessary to be wary of thinking that 
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"resolution 688 gives states the right to ensure the implementation of the humanitarian aid 
programme by military meane' as it is clear from 688 that international peace and security 
were the primary justifications and that the humanitarian disaster threatening IPS was 
contextual and unlikely to be replicated, as Jackson points out (Wheeler, 2000: 166; Weller, 
199 1; Jackson, 2000: 262-263). Jackson concludes that: 
There is no telling evidence from the Iraqi case to conclude that the norm of non-intervention is 
losing its peremptory standing in international relations or that a norm of humanitarian intervention 
is gaining ground at its expense (Jackson, 2000: 263). 
Roberts argues that humanitarian disasters are in general left untouched if IPS is not also a 
factor, and it is this which reveals the limitation of the emergence of a norm of 
humanitarian action and a perceived shift in international society towards solidarism 
(Roberts, 1993: 445). There is little doubt that the initial reaction by the US, which 
involved denial of responsibility and avoidance of military action reflected a pluralist 
position, given that the repression was seen as within the internal affairs of state of Iraq. 
Bush's recurrent theme of returning US troops, which appears to have been more than a 
political gesture on his part, also reflected a pluralist approach to human rights. 
The safe havens were significant however because they pushed against the normative 
constraints of sovereignty and non-intervention, regardless of Bush's refusal to name the 
action as intervention (Wheeler, 2000: 169). While Weller argued that Iraq was still 
sovereign over its territory, only being asked to limit the exercise of its executive authority 
in the safe-haven areas, Fisk's comment that "sovereign is one thing the territory will not 
be" is closer to the truth (Weller, 199 1; Fisk, 199 1). The reality was a loss of sovereignty 
given that a foreign power held the monopoly of force over a portion of the Iraqi state, and 
as such this can only be seen as military intervention by the US - certainly in contravention 
of Article 2. The act of intervention alone signals a shift towards solidarism (albeit 
qualified as Jackson argues) as it was the humanitarian plight which gave the intervention 
legitimacy. 
Talbott reflects this solidarist hope, stating: 
Perhaps the sickening spectacle of what the same coalition is letting Saddam do now will stimulate 
the world toward a genuinely new idea: collective responsibility for the behavior of governments 
toward their own people (Talbott, 1991/04/15/). 
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Even if they did not result in the creation of new norms, they did open a new space in 
which military action could be discussed with reference to human rights (Wheeler, 
2000: 169). While pluralism was ascendant during the Gulf War there is no doubt that a 
shift towards solidarism did occur with the safe-havens, even if on a very qualified level. 
Wheeler argues that 
Western states advanced new humanitarian claims that contested dominant understandings of 
pluralist rules and the ensuing conversation changed the boundaries of permissible state action 
(Wheeler, 2000: 164-5). 
But was a solidarist focus on human rights to become central to justifying intervention or 
was it to become a useful justification accompanying national interest and traditional 
international law and norms? The no-fly zones can be seen as either a "landmark case 
supporting a new customary rule of humanitarian intervention in international law" or 
contrarily, that they did "not mark a change in normative practice because... [ofl the 
specific circumstances of the Gulf War" (Wheeler, 2000: 140). Ultimately it would appear 
that the second part of this assertion is correct, as it was the specific threat to IPS as a result 
of the Gulf War which created a situation in which the safe havens were created, and they 
presented an opportunity to alleviate political pressure and ensure continued US military 
pressure on Iraq. 
The sighting of legitimacy therefore shifted between the Gulf War and no-fly zones, from 
international law to human rights. As has been shown, these are both located within 
international society and indicate that 'Hypothesis 2' is most accurately reflected in the 
research findings - solidarism and pluralism were in balance, with both seeking ascendancy 
in international society. But what of the relationship between power, morality and law in 
terms of normative legitimacy? Both cases reflect the importance of international society. 
There is no doubt that the US used its power in order to broker the UNSC mandate to use 
force, but what is important is that the legitimation of this intervention in international law 
can be seen to have strengthened international society and as such power and law worked 
hand-in-hand. Established, foundational norms of international society were elevated. The 
no-fly zones raised the issue of morality in the justifications for intervention and were made 
possible again by the military power of the US with law certainly being superseded in this 
case, yet the process of intervention still worked through legal channels and while power 
can be seen to have trumped law, the no-fly zones elevated new norms which while 
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challenging of a pluralist international society were not destructive of the society. Wheeler 
argues that "the safe havens marked a solidarist moment in the society of states", it is 
however necessary to look at the next case-studies to explore the extent to which this 
moment was to continue (Wheeler, 2000: 169). 
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Chapter 4. The Kosovo Intervention -A Shift towards Solidarism? 
NATO forces began a Bombing campaign against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
(FRY) on 24 March 1999 in response to human rights abuses taking place in the FRY 
province of Kosovo. This chapter will outline the crisis, briefly describe the UNSC's 
deliberations, review the justifications given for the intervention by US President Bill 
Clinton and analyse the practice of intervention carried out by NATO. It will conclude 
with an analysis of the effects of this action on international society in tenns of the 
pluralist/solidarist debate and the three pillars of the English School. 
Background and UNSC 
The history of violence in Kosovo between Kosovo Serbs and Kosovo Albanians has been 
termed 'cycles of revenge' by Tim Judah, traceable to as early as 1912 (Judah, 1999: 6; 
Camegie, 1914). The violence preceding the intervention can however be traced to the 
1989 abolishment i)f Kosovo's autonomy by then FRY president, Slobodan Milosevic. 
Throughout most of the 1990s Kosovo Albanians protested peacefully against the 
Milosevic government, including the formation of a parallel unofficial government. 
However, failure to deal with the Kosovo issue during the Dayton negotiations led many 
Kosovo Albanians to believe that "violence begets international attention ... As time goes 
by, more and more people realize or conclude that the way you get the West involved is to 
start killing people" (Daalder, 2000). 
With the formation of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) in 1996 and the collapse of 
Albania as a state - which resulted in a surplus of weapons being available for purchase 
from the failing Albanian army and facilitated a substantial arming of the group - the cycle 
of violence which ultimately led to the NATO bombing was initiated (Judah, 1999: 13). 
During the course of 1998, Serbian security forces and the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) 
fought what became an increasingly belligerent struggle leading to the displacement of an 
estimated 250 000 people (Judah, 1999: 13). President Clinton responded to this violence, 
stating in June 1998 that he was "determined to do all that I can to stop a repeat of the 
human carnage in Bosnia and the ethnic cleansing" (Clinton, 1998/06/09). 
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The US pursued what was a unified Richard Holbrooke/ Madeleine Albright approach - 
diplomacy backed by a credible use of force. When asked whether NATO was planning for 
war or for a diplomatic threat, General Wesley Clark, NATO's Supreme Allied 
Commander Europe, stated that the "military planning served a diplomatic purpose" (Clark, 
2000). The US' response to the crisis involved both NATO and the UN (Clinton, 
1998/06/09). By September, with the situation deteriorating further, the UNSC agreed on 
Resolution 1199 which focussed on displaced Kosovars, as can be seen from the following 
citation: 
Gravely concerned at the recent intense fighting in Kosovo and in particular the excessive and 
indiscriminate use of force by Serbian security forces and the Yugoslav Army which have resulted in 
numerous civilian casualties ... the displacement of over 230 000 persons from their homes (UNSC Resolution 1199) 
The Resolution expressed UNSC demands in terms of Chapter VII of the UN Charter, 
thereby identifying the conflict in Kosovo as a threat to IPS - implicitly linking 
humanitarian catastrophe to IPS. The US representative made this linkage explicit, stating 
after the resolution's acceptance, that 
Belgrade's repressive actions have created a potentially catastrophic humanitarian situation as winter 
approaches... It also affirms that the situation constitutes a serious threat to peace and security in the 
region (LJNSC S/PV. 3930). 
There was also an implicit waming of the use of force: 
Planning at the North Atlantic Treaty Organization for military operations if these efforts do not 
succeed is nearing completion. The international community will not stand idly by as the situation in 
Kosovo deteriorates (UNSC S/PV. 3930). 
The situation within Kosovo did not improve and as a result of continued violence, NATO 
issued an Activation Order on 13/10/1998, authorizing the Secretary-General to order 
strikes against the FRY subject to the FRY's compliance with UNSC resolution 1199 
(NATO, 1998/10/13). Given Serb compliance, the activation order was later delayed until 
27 October 1998 (NATO, 1998/10/16). The culmination of the diplomatic and military 
efforts was the signing of the October agreement, but this was deemed inadequate by 
military commanders who expected hostilities to resume in 1999 (Clark, 2000; Daalder, 
2000; Bellamy, 2001: 32). 
On 24 October 1998, the UNSC passed a further resolution - 1203, welcoming the 
agreements signed by Serbia, condemning all forms of violence in Kosovo, expressing 
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concern for the humanitarian crisis and again referred to Chapter VII of the UN Charter. 
The resolution reaffirmed that "primary responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security is conferred on the Security Council" (LJNSC Resolution 1203). 
In opposition to NATO's aggressive position, the Russian representative argued that 
"[e]nforcement elements have been excluded from the draft resolution, and there are no 
provisions in it that would directly or indirectly sanction the automatic use of force" 
(UNSC S/PV. 3937). 
As Jackson notes, Russian and Chinese objections were 
concerned with traditional international law and the most fundamental values of the UN 
chartermational sovereignty, territorial integrity, and international peace and security (Jackson, 
2000: 283). 
The US however continued to threaten the use of force, with its LIN representative stating 
that: 
The NATO allies ... made it clear that they had the authority, the will and the means to resolve this issue ... We will not tolerate the continued violence that has resulted in nearly a quarter of a million 
refugees and displaced persons and thousands of deaths, and has jeopardized the prospects for peace 
in the wider Balkans (UNSC S/PV. 3937). 
Note the clear linkage between human suffering and IPS. National Security Advisor 
Samuel Berger argued 
We always prefer to operate pursuant to a U. N. resolution. But we've also always taken the position 
that NATO has the authority in situations it considers to be threats to the stability and security of its 
area to act by consensus without explicit U. N. authority (Berger, 1999/03/25). 51 
Interestingly, Richard Holbrooke states that he was assured by Russian Foreign Minister 
Igor Ivanov: "If you take it to the UN, we'll veto it. If you don't we'll just denounce you" 
(Judah, 1999: 183). 
Thus while Milosevic expected USSR support, the US already knew that it could proceed 
with the use of force without risking USSR military interference, but it had to operate 
outside the UN. 
51 Note the descriptor "its area" which points towards Jackson's spheres of influence to be discussed below. 
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Warnings from the UN and NATO were followed by a systematic failure to adhere to the 
demands of the agreements placed on Serbia. Daalder argued that this was in large part a 
result of KLA action, rather than FRY repression. He writes: -- 
So the KLA has every incentive to provoke the Serbs into the kind of reactions that we see 
happening by December of 1998, in the hope that that would finally bring about NATO air power. 
That's the situation. Everybody knows it's the situation, and what do we do? We just hope it doesn't 
happen (Daalder, 2000) 
The FRY would arguably have been granted latitude if it had pursued conventional anti- 
terrorist techniques. Daalder quotes the US representative to Serbia telling Milosevic that 
"[y]ou can deal with this terrorist group in a way that is consistent with dealing with 
terrorism, but don't go after the population" (Daalder, 2000). 
Given domestic considerations, this was not a good time for President Clinton to go to war, 
and Clinton's administration expected Milosevic to make a deal given his previous 
capitulation in Bosnia (Daalder, 2000). The US administration was willing to pursue what 
Daalder calls a "muddle through" policy, much to the discontent of Albright (Daalder, 
2000). However, in January 1999 a massacre at the village of Racak, "signified the violent 
termination" of the 'October agreement' and led to greater NATO and US administrations 
emphasis on force with Albright now pre-eminent in US policy towards the crisis (Clark, 
2000). 
Daalder defines the effect of the massacre: 
Within four days, there is an immediate agreement in the White House that the very option that 
Madeleine Albright put on the table four days earlier, which was not acceptable, now becomes 
acceptable ... the decision is to have decisive action, start threatening force, and to do that to get an 
agreement (Daalder, 2000). 
The KLA and FRY government were summoned to what became a highly controversial 
conference at Rambouillet (Chomsky, 1999; Herring, 2001; Bellamy, 2001; Pilger, 1999; 
Mccgwire, 2000). Albright saw Milosevic as a bully who would only be persuaded by the 
use of force (Albright, 2000; Daalder, 2000). For Albright, "at some stage negotiations 
become appeasement" and that the US "could not carry on negotiations while Milosevic 
was torching a village a day" (Albright, 1999). According to Judah, the Serbian negotiators 
at Rambouillet were not given authority to negotiate by Milosevic, making a mockery of 
the entire episode, and Serbia had throughout the negotiation period continued its military 
112 
build-up on the Kosovo border in order to carry out extensive assaults in Kosovo should the 
agreement not hold - such a build up indicating the expectation of failure (Judah, 
2000: 213). As MccGwire argues, the failure was not however just because of FRY 
intransigence - it was the KLA that initiated renewed violence in Kosovo during a pause in 
the Rambouillet negotiations in what he interpreted as their attempts to ensure the US 
stayed on the its side (MccGwire, 2000: 8). That the threat of bombing was a reality of the 
process behind Rambouillet is supported by Daalder, who said "[flhat's part of the strategy- 
-get the Kosovars to sign on, get the Serbs to renege, bomb the Serbs, get the Serbs to sign 
on, deal--that's the strategy" (Daalder, 2000). Bombing was the anticipated result should 
the Rambouillet agreements fail. Indeed Albright was of the opinion that Milosevic "best 
understood the use of force" and Daalder described US administration thinking as being of 
the opinion that "we have to threaten force, and if necessary use it--engage in air strikes, 
clobber him over the head like a schoolyard bully, and put him in his place" (Albright, 
2000; Daalder, 2000). 
The decision to attack Kosovo must be seen in terms of the Bosnian War. As Ivor Daalder 
said, the "administration's experience in Bosnia was the single most defining element in 
how it approached the pending crisis in Kosovo" (Daalder, 2000). A ten year history of 
Milosevic led wars in which hundreds of thousands of people had died or been displaced - 
clearly motivated US policy. The 'October agreement' had been a viable means for 
Milosevic to manage the KLA terrorist threat on a domestic basis, but his reneging on this 
agreement and the following massacre of civilians at Racak determined for the US and 
NATO allies that force would have to be used should the Rambouillet talks fail. Whether 
the KLA was equally responsible for the failure of the talks was at this stage irrelevant to 
the US. Ultimately the reason for the bombing lay with Milosevic's plans for ethnic 
cleansing. This was the foundation on which all other threats and acts of violence by both 
parties rested. Further negotiation with Milosevic was, for the US, unlikely to result in 
anything but more suffering for Kosovo Albanians, the agreement in October 1998 being 
Milosevic's penultimate and best opportunity to secure safety from NATO bombing, with 
Rambouillet being non-negotiable given his contraventions of previous agreements (Shea, 
2006). Ignatieff concluded that "every peaceful diplomatic alternative to war was tried and 
failed" and that further negotiations would border on appeasement (Ignatieff, 2000a: 87). 
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Following the failure of Serbia to sign the Rambouillet agreement, NATO fulfilled its 
bombing threat on 24 March 1999. 
President Clinton's Justifications for Intervention 
President Clinton made over 630 references to the war in Kosovo in over 190 prepared 
speeches, question-and-answer sessions and official documents. Of these, several hundred 
were justificatory and have been categorised as per figure, 4.1 below. Two observations 
must be made. First, a new column, titled "NATO", is added. This column contains those 
justifications relating to NATO credibility. Second, there were justifications relating to 
regional security in the Balkans, which were difficult to categorise. While easily 
identifiable, they cannot be effectively grouped in a single column but are rather allocated 
between the international law/norms and national interest columns. In the former case 
where such statements relate to international peace and security and in the latter where they 
refer to avoiding a future casualty heavy war -a common theme which plays on the legacy 
of WWI and WWII. 
President Clinton stated in May 1998 that "We believe that no option should be ruled in or 
out now", but it was in June that the first reference to force was made and it is from this 
date therefore that the justifications were categorised, albeit that the number of comments 
are few, and as a result the figures reflect all justifications from September 1998 to June 
1999 (Clinton, 1998/05/11; 1998/06/09). It was from February 1999 that the justificatory 
discourse escalates, with October 1998 being the exception. 
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The justifications for intervention in Kosovo are graphically represented in figure 4.2. 
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A few comments will now be made about the justifications, but unlike the previous chapter 
the significant extrapolations of the findings are made in the theoretical discussion below as 
they are more efficiently interrogated following the discussion of the practice of war and in 
reference to the theoretical application of this case. 
As would be expected, justifications relating to human rights were in the ascendancy in all 
months bar February 1999 which marks a clear break with the Gulf War and indicates a 
shift towards a solidarist justificatory discourse and legitimacy in international society. 
However, as interesting, is the fact that they did not dominate more. In the months of 
February to May 1999, human rights justifications did not exceed 50% of the justifications 
made. While this is still a substantial percentage, it is not as dominant to the same extent as 
international law dominated the Gulf War Justificatory discourse. Indeed, if one considers 
that the majority of "EM" and "NATO" justifications align with national interest, the 
humanitarian justifications are virtually equalled. This is not to deny the humanitarian 
discourse, but the implications of a national interest discourse are important in terms of 
interpreting whether a shift towards solidarism occurred. 
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With regards to NATO, the justifications certainly underlie the importance of the Alliance, 
but are relatively few. NATO's credibility and search for a post-Cold War purpose did 
encourage it to act, but this willingness should not be misconstrued as the central 
motivational clause. Roberts argues that shame over inaction in Bosnia was a very 
important motivator for acting in Kosovo, a claim supported by Jamie Shea (Roberts, 
1999: 104; Shea, 2006/07/10). For an institution struggling to justify itself after the Cold 
War, inaction was incomprehensible. As Roberts told the Select Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, "NATO was not the ideal instrument, it was simply the only one that was there" 
(Select Committee on Foreign Affairs, 1999). In addition, President Clinton also needed 
NATO involvement in order to obtain domestic political support (Shea, 2006/07/10; 
Daalder, 2000). NATO was therefore the appropriate military vehicle for this. 
The total justifications per category are shown in figure 4.3. 
Figure 4.3.: Justifications for Intervention - Kosovo 
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What does a preliminary view of the justifications for intervention reveal in terms of 
solidarist and pluralist tendencies within international order? From figure 4.1 it is clear that 
humanitarian justifications were in the majority. However the American public clearly 
required further justifications hence the substantial national interest justifications. 
International law, egoist morality and NATO justifications were largely equitable - again 
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marking a clear shift from the Gulf War. The justifications therefore do reveal a solidarist 
focus, but that traditional pluralist justifications were still required to jensure 
domestic 
political support. 
The chapter now moves to a discussion of the practice of the intervention. 
The Practice of Intervention 
While Wheeler in particular has examined the practice of intervention in Kosovo from an 
English School perspective, this thesis will seek to take a more comprehensive approach to 
address the shortcomings in the literature exposed by Roberts, who argues that there 
has been a consistent failure to address directly the question of the methods used in ... [humanitarian] interventions. It is almost as if the labelling of an intervention as 'humanitarian' provides sufficient 
justification in itself, and there is no need to think further about the aims of the operation or the 
means employed (Roberts, 1999: 110; Wheeler, 2000). 
This section analyses the political-military nature of the intervention, followed by an 
examination of two areas of contention with regards to the campaign; the manner in which 
the bombing campaign was carried out, and the failure to use a ground force. These issues 
expose most clearly the relationship between justifications and practice. 
NATO's intervention consisted of a phased air campaign, flying over 37000 sorties, of 
which more than 14000 were strike missions (Clark, 2000b). The bombing campaign 
focussed initially on logistic targets in Serbia, but shifted to targets in Belgrade and attacks 
on FRY and Serbian forces in Kosovo as the campaign wore on. 
The Kosovo intervention was in many ways an inversion of the Gulf War being 
characterised by significant political interference and limited use of force. General Clark 
stated that: 
This was not a war; it was coercive diplomacy... It was diplomacy backed by force, ultimately, that 
resolved the conflict (Clark, 2000b; Freedman, 2000: 423). 
General Michael Short, air commander during the intervention, was critical of political 
influences which restricted the exercise of military judgement (Short, 2000). Short feared a 
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return to incremental war, arguing that "[w]e use force as a last resort ... so when the 
decision is made to use force, therl we need to go in with overwhelming force" (Short, 
2000). 
Short was to warn a Serbian general before the war that: 
If you force me to go to war against you, Belgrade will never look that way again-never in your 
lifetime, or your children's lifetime. Belgrade and your country will be destroyed if you force me to 
go to war (Short, 2000). 
But this was not the war that NATO was willing to fight. The NATO alliance brought the 
political considerations of 19 states to bear on the conduct of the war. As Short said: 
One of my peers called it "random bombing of military targets"... 1 choose not to call it an air 
campaign, because it is not a campaign in the sense that men in my profession would have carried it 
out (Short, 2000). 
Secretary of Defence William Cohen defended the military restraint as necessary to NATO 
unity "we had to hold the consensus, otherwise we'd have no campaign, and Milosevic's 
forces would have achieved their objectives" (Cohen, 2000). It is clear that the political 
considerations for NATO unity, despite the almost total dominance of US military forces in 
the intervention, had a detrimental effect on the ability of US commanders to practice war 
was as they believed it should be carried out. 
General Charles Krulak, a member of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, recalled that: 
There was frustration ... having to get permission to hit certain targets ... we 
don't want to go back to 
the mistake of Vietnam, which was having to get individual targets cleared by a government, 
whether it was the United States government, or France, or whatever (Krulak, 2000). 
Shea confirmed this political interference, citing as an example the permanent placement by 
President Chirac of France of a junior general to review Clark's target list (Shea, 
2006/07/10). Shea confirmed that this led to an exhaustion of targets, with some being 
repeatedly bombed for no military benefit (Shea, 2006/07/10). 
Clark however emphasised the importance of NATO unity: 
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European leaders were acutely aware of the sensitivity of their publics ... to the dangers of 
unrestricted aerial warfare ... no single target, no set of targets, and no bombing series was more important than. maintaining the consensus of NATO (Clark, 2000). 
Clark maintained that throughout the campaign, he had to "push the envelope ... we had to 
have a NATO consensus, and we had to have NATO cohesion. And this was a very 
difficult thing for the alliance to generate" (Clark, 2000b). Clark would not however refer 
to these restrictions on targeting as political interference, but rather as an extension of the 
very political nature of the military purpose he was seeking to achieve (Clark, 2000). Short 
however believed that the US military should have prosecuted the war with less concern for 
NATO allies: 
The United States should have said very clearly, "It appears that NATO wants to go to war in the air, 
and in the air only ... We, the United States, will provide the leadership, the enabling force, the 
majority of the striking power, and the technology required ... But the price to be paid is we call the 
tune" (Short, 2000). 
While Daalder and Clark disagree with Short's aggressive stance on the bombing 
campaign, Short's position does reflect the tension between the US model of warfare and 
that which was permissible in the NATO alliance (Daalder, 2000). Given the US strategy 
in the Gulf War and Krulak and Short's opinions, it is not implausible to state that without 
the NATO allies' restrictions the damage done to Serbia would have been far greater, the 
attack far more comprehensive (Daalder, 2000; Clark, 2000; Krulak, 2000; Short, 2000). 
Indeed some NATO members even forwarded early target sets to Serbia prior to attack -a 
clear indication of the lack of cohesion amongst the NATO allies (Clark, 2000b). 
Klaus Naumann, second in command to Clark, brought the political-military relationship 
into sharp focus when he stated: 
The aim was to bring him back to the negotiation table. The aim was not to enforce our will on 
him ... Our politicians wanted to use the military instrument to more or less to convince him that it's better to continue to negotiate and to seek a peaceful solution ... we had more or less three guiding 
principles: ... avoid if possible any of our own casualties and 
fatalities ... avoid collateral damage to 
the extent possible, and thirdly bring it to a quick end ... it's very very difficult to find a proper 
solution to make this equation fly (Naumann, 2000). 
Shea confirmed the importance which European states placed on not damaging Serbian 
infrastructure in order not to hinder economic reconstruction (Shea, 2006/07/10). The US 
military was being asked to assist diplomacy but given a set of tasks which were 
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contradictory. Kent Johnson, former air force Colonel and pilot in Kosovo, argues that the 
rules of engagement 
are rarely developed in response to politics, though in Kosovo, it was one of those rare times when 
politics did define when you could shoot and restricted self-defense. American forces were livid 
over this - except for Clark (Johnson, 2006/06/18). 
Johnson goes on to argue that NATO's position, together with the Clinton administration's 
demand for no casualties meant that the "operational execution of the war was a shambles" 
(Johnson, 2006/06/18). The US military was being asked to perform a task severely limited 
by US and European political considerations. 
Together with NATO's unwillingness to use overwhelming force, its commanders also 
needed to ensure no or low coalition casualties. Wheeler points out that it was the casualty 
free demands of the Alliance which resulted in the use of an air campaign to pursue 
supposed humanitarian purposes and in so doing "produced results that contradicted the 
humanitarian justifications of the operation" - the legitimacy of the intervention could be 
questioned because Serb civilians were being killed and the "initial result of rescue from 
the air was to accelerate the ethnic cleansing" (Wheeler, 2000: 284,290). It is however 
necessary to explore more explicitly the nature of the air campaign. Did the casualty free 
requirements which ruled out the use of ground troops also dictate a lowering of combat 
effectiveness in the bombing campaign? Clark admits that the first requirement of the air 
campaign was to avoid losses, but he explains this in terms of the need to prolong the 
intervention indefinitely against a public which would not tolerate heavy losses (Clark, 
2000). NATO pilots therefore flew at medium to high altitudes which restricted their 
accuracy (Short, 2000). Clark maintained that the Kosovo campaign was fought against 
two 'centres of gravity' - strategic assets and FRY and Serbian forces in Kosovo (Clark, 
2000b). Short criticised the campaign for the low destruction of strategic targets, but it was 
the idea that the air campaign could successfully target forces in Kosovo that was most 
problematic (Clark, 2000b; Short, 2000). It is clear that Clark was placed in a difficult 
position, being forced to restrict bombing in Serbia as a result of political pressure from 
NATO allies and asked to stop a campaign of ethnic cleansing utilising only an air 
campaign (Clark, 2000; Short, 2000; Krulak, 2000). 
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The low coalition casualty demands resulted in a bombing altitude of 15Q0.0 feet (Clark, 
2000b; Short, 2000). Short explained that this altitude "kept us out of the shoulder- held 
Stinger SA7 environment" (Short, 2000). When questioned on the issue of high altitude 
bombing, Clark insisted that: 
The weapons that we were delivering were precise from that altitude ... And so I want to make it clear 
that that was the recommendation from the airmen and was not something that was imposed by 
politicians. This was your military working to do the best job it could in dealing with the issues what 
it was handed (Clark, 2000b). 
Clark's answer is deceptive. High altitude bombing was not problematic when related to 
strategic bombing, but was in terms of tactical bombing in Kosovo, what General Krulak 
referred to as "tank plinking" (Krulak, 2000). Attempting to bomb FRY and Serbian forces 
in Kosovo, well hidden or diffused amongst a civilian refugee population, in bad weather 
conditions and from a high altitude, was very difficult and it is on this practice that one 
must turn to General Short. Short believed, given the difficulties of striking FRY and 
Serbian militia forces, that his forces would be better used against strategic targets - to 
bomb Milosevic into submission (Short, 2000; Daalder, 2000). As he argued: 
We just didn't have the ability to strike the Third Army successfully and with enough force to stop 
ethnic cleansing ... If we sent the same sorties 
into Kosovo, we might find a tank ... or we might blow 
up empty buildings. The impact on ethnic cleansing would be zero, whereas bombing the Rock and 
Roll Bridge or blowing up the VJ Headquarters would have enormous impact (Short, 2000). 
Given the ineffectiveness of the tactics being employed Short was not willing to risk the 
lives of his forces, amplifying the already poor strategic choices available (Short, 2000). 
High altitude bombing increased the chance of civilian casualties in both Serbia and 
Kosovo. As pressure for victory from the air campaign grew NATO targeted infrastructure 
within the FRY which had dual military-civilian usage, resulting in more Serb civilian 
deaths (Wheeler, 2000: 271). President Clinton was questioned on the issue of 
humanitarian justifications and non-humanitarian method, being asked to react to the 
criticism that the US was not willing to risk its soldiers' lives: 
We did risk lives, and I think the American people should know that. Our pilots... were quite 
frequently fired ... our pilots risked their 
lives by avoiding firing back.... So there was risk to the 
lives (Clinton, 1999/06/11). 
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Roberts however, contradicts the president, confirming Wheeler's view that the NATO 
members were not willing to risk th!; lives of their soldiers in this operation (Roberts, 
1999: 110). However, after the bombing of a civilian column Short adjusted the altitude 
considerations: 
because of the limitations I had placed on them, we were going to throw a bad bomb... It came back 
from the squadron that we needed to let the forward air controllers go down to 5,000 feet, and to let 
the strikers go down as low as 8,000 ... to ensure that they verify their target ... We acknowledged that 
that increases the risks significantly, but none of us want to hit a tractor full of refugees again (Short, 
2000). 
These statements from General Short reveal a more nuanced picture that merely stating that 
NATO tactics were designed to protect Alliance lives while not protecting those of the 
Kosovars they were sent to save. The military was acting within political guidelines that 
they had been set, but tactically alterations were made in an attempt to operate as 
effectively as possible within or even against these constraints, including increasing the risk 
to Alliance pilots. The pilots themselves were at times unwilling to bomb given their 
inability to adequately confirm targets and pressured for lower altitude attacks. 
Even with better targeting however, ground forces were still the appropriate means to 
prevent ethnic cleansing. Approaching impeachment hearings, NATO unity and political 
sensitivity resulted in any thought of a ground option being crushed, but it was the open 
acknowledgement that ground forces would not be used which allowed Milosevic to resist 
the threat of bombing in the hope of surviving the campaign, and breaking NATO unity 
(Berger, 2000; Daalder, 2000). Clinton's pronouncements about ground troops were 
erratic. He stated after the war concerning the ruling out of ground forces that: 
I was afraid that I had done that when I said to the American people that I did not intend to use 
ground forces. And shortly thereafter in an interview, I made it clear that I did not do that. And then 
repeatedly I said that, and I said I thought we ought to be planning for ground forces (Clinton, 
1999/06/11). 
On the 24 April he ruled out the use of ground forces whereas on the 60' and 18'h of April 
he had hinted that this was still an option (Clinton, 1999/04/24; 1999/05/06/; 1999/05/18). 
Daalder states that it was after the ending of the impeachment proceedings in mid February 
that Clinton started to seriously consider ground forces, but this did not reflect in his 
statements until mid-May (Daalder, 2000). It is likely that the realisation that the war was 
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not coming to a conclusion forced Clinton into retracting his earlier promises (Daalder, 
2900)ý 
Regarding a ground force, Wheeler writes that "no Alliance government argued for such a 
strategy, because they believed that casualties would undermine public support at home" 
again pointing to NATO unity, while Freedman described the Clinton administration in 
particular as having a "deep anxiety about casualties (Wheeler, 2000: 284; Freedman, 
2000: 422). As Daalder points out: 
Within the White House, the Pentagon, and the State Department is the underlying assumption that, 
if this policy ends in sending American troops to Kosovo, Congress won't support it. Therefore, we 
have to reassure Congress and the American people that ... we are drawing a clear red line. There will be no American combat troops in Kosovo under any circumstances (Daalder, 2000). 
The use of ground forces could not be countenanced as the Kosovo crisis was not a clear 
case of national security under threat (Farrell, 2000: 592; Daalder, 2000; Wheeler, 
2000: 268). In addition, NATO unity was paramount, not only for the execution of the war, 
but critically for post-intervention peace-keeping, which Clinton regularly assured the US 
public would be undertaken by European allies. European domestic considerations 
therefore had to be considered to ensure unity, with many states unwilling to call for a 
ground force (Clinton, 1999/02/13). There was also a belief that the bombing would 
quickly result in a Milosevic capitulation as had occurred in Bosnia (Roberts, 1999: 111; 
Wheeler, 2000: 268; Judah, 1999: 6). This was a questionable comparison to make, given 
the fact that the bombing in Bosnia had followed Serbian defeats on the ground and that 
Bosnia was of far less national importance than Kosovo (Roberts, 1999: 110-111; 
Freedman, 2000: 423-4). UK Prime Minister, Tony Blair stated that "Bismarck was wrong" 
when he argued that "the Balkans were not worth the bones of one Pomeranian Grenadier" 
(Blair, 1999). Blair was a supporter of a ground option to secure the safety of Kosovar 
Albanians, but other NATO allies were clearly of the opinion that their public sided more 
with Bismarck. 
Without a ground force NATO was unprepared for the long accelerated program of ethnic 
cleansing which followed the NATO bombing, with Wheeler arguing that "NATO leaders, 
then, stand accused of exacerbating the very humanitarian disaster that their actions were 
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justified as averting" (Wheeler, 2000: 269-270). Jackson adds to this debate, arguing that 
"there is historical evidence and reasoning to believe that [ethnic cleansing] probably would 
not have reached such disastrous level if NATO had not attacked" (Jackson, 2000: 292). It 
was problematic that the justifications rested on the fact that without armed interference 
more ethnic cleansing would occur, yet this is what the bombing accelerated (Wheeler, 
2000: 269). However, the difficulty with this criticism is that it relies on the assumption, in 
the absence of NATO bombing, that the Serbs would have ended their killings and forced 
expulsion of ethnic Albanians. Clinton argued against this accusation: 
I absolutely reject the theory that some people have advanced that what he did was worse than he 
would have done if we hadn't bombed as early as we did ... He had this plan laid out; he was going to 
carry it into effect last October. He didn't do it because of the threat of bombing (1999/06/11). 
The president earlier stated that allied bombing was "fa]bsolutely not" driving the atrocities 
(Clinton, 1999/03/28). While NATO intervention should not be seen as causing the ethnic 
cleansing, what was important was that the expected escalation of atrocities could not be 
adequately countered by the Alliance given the chosen means of intervention (Wyman, 
2000: 105). Clinton, defending the means employed stated that: 
I made it clear that there was no way that any bombing campaign could literally physically extract 
every Serbian soldier and paramilitary operative and put them back out of Kosovo. ... And I just felt 
that if we worked at it and we could hold the coalition together, that we'd be able to do enough 
damage that we could do it. And Secretary Cohen and General Shelton felt there was a better than 
50-50 chance we could do it (Clinton, 1999/06/11). 
Surely a 50-50 chance was not odds with which the US military would usually fight a war - 
indicating the lack of a powerful justificatory or legitimating principle. In addition, the lack 
of ground forces was exacerbated by the limitation placed on the air campaign as Naumann 
argues: 
you cannot stop something like this by an air campaign alone, you need ground forces for that ... if 
we are confronted with someone who is prepared to go for ethnic cleansing, then we have to be 
prepared to go in with ground forces ... the [FRY and Serbian militia] ground 
forces were not 
concentrated ... so they didn't constitute the targets which the airforce 
likes to have, and to hunt in 
this terrain for individual tanks, APCs or howitzers, that's a hell of a job if you're flying at fifteen 
thousand feet (Naumann, 2000). 
Naumann provides credence to the argument that NATO in effect became the air force of 
the KLA, arguing 
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we simply had to do something in order also to give the Kosovars an indication, "You're not lost. " 
We also instigated the KLA to launch [their] offensive which eventually they successfully did 
(Naumann, 2000). 
The lack of NATO ground forces resulted in a reliance by NATO on the success of the 
KLA units (Freedman, 2000: 429). It was the success of the KLA, the effects of the 
bombing and the diplomatic isolation of Serbia by Russia that resulted in Milosevic 
agreeing to terms (Freedman, 2000: 429; Wheeler, 2000: 284). 
Fisk notes that after the war NATO officers "logged 250 tanks moving out of 
Kosovo ... [and] at least 40 000 men. This was the supposed to be the troop strength of the 
entire Third Army" arguing that FRY forces had suffered little harm and indeed the 
Yugoslav army reported less than 300 deaths as a result of NATO bombing (Fisk, 
1999/06/2 1 b). It is clear that the actual damage done to the FRY army by NATO bombing 
was slight; however it hindered their movement and operations to such an extent that they 
were severely limited in their ability to fight against the KLA. As Short recalls, 
A Washington Post reporter asked me how many tanks we destroyed ... General John Jumper gives 
the best answer: "Enough. " We destroyed enough tanks, and enough APCs, and enough 
infrastructure to bring him to the table (Short, 2000). 
Short, like many air commanders gives too much credit to the air campaign - the reality is 
somewhere between his and Fisk's position. Air power was not the sole factor in, but it 
was fundamental to, victory. 
As Wheeler points out, it will never be known how many Kosovar Albanians would have 
died had NATO not acted (Wheeler, 2000: 284). However, Milosevic's previous ten years 
of starting wars and ethnic cleansing in Croatia and Bosnia do provide sufficient evidence 
to presume that there would have been far more deaths. 
Ignatieff sums up much of the debate regarding the methods of intervention when he 
proclaims: 
If we can accomplish a human rights goal of zero casualties, so much the better. I think the problem 
is different. We preach human rights ends, and then we practice such risk-averse means, that we can't 
actually accomplish those ends ... we did win, but 15,000 Kosovars were massacred and 
slaughtered .... Brave American pilots were upstairs at 15,000 feet watching people going 
from house 
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to house with machine guns and knives and couldn't stop the ethnic cleansing. If you take these risk- 
averse means to accomplish human rights ends, you can't accomplish human rights ends (Ignatieff, 
2000b). 
The failure to use ground forces also resulted in post-war atrocities by KLA forces against 
Serb civilians, such that Fisk argued: 
NATO unleashed a war that produced a refugee exodus on a Biblical scale. It went on to slaughter 
hundreds of civilians in order to return the refugees ... and then it watched the exodus of half of Kosovo's other population - the Serbs - whom it was also meant to protect (Fisk, 1999/06/21 a). 
In addition to the failure to promptly prevent ethnic cleansing, civilian deaths as a result of 
bombing were estimated at between 500-1500, a number repeatedly highlighted by Clinton 
as being far less than in the Gulf War (Human Rights Watch, 2000; Clinton, 1999/06/10). 
But this number exceeded the number of Serbian soldiers killed throughout the campaign. 
As Ignatieff points out, collateral damage "brought home the difficulty ofjustifying the war 
in terms of human rights. For how could such arguments justify killing the people you 
were supposed to protect" (Ignatieff, 2000a: 71)? This critical view must be balanced 
against that expressed by Jonathan Steele, who writes: 
Whatever motive best explains the atrocities committed by the Serbs after Nato started its bombing, 
no Albanians say Nato was wrong. Those Western critics who condemn the bombing for turning a 
humanitarian crisis into a catastrophe get short thrift in Kosovo. Albanians were the primary victims 
and there is an almost universal feeling that, although the price was far bloodier than expected, it was 
worth paying for the sake of liberation from Serb rule (Steele, 1999). 
Roberts argues that problems of collateral damage and targeting of civilian infrastructure 
"does not begin to compare, in any grim comparison of losses, with the effects of the ethnic 
cleansing in Kosovo" (Roberts, 1999: 115). Thus while the more numerous deaths of 
civilians than soldiers does indicate the failure of the air campaign to impose substantial 
costs on the Serbian military, its actions did ultimately assist KLA successes and the 
eventual capitulation of Milosevic. The ethnic cleansing which resulted from the bombing 
was terrible, but less than the long-term carnage which Milosevic's plan was likely to have 
led to and it is to this that Jonathan Steel's Albanian interviewees refer. 
Was the bombing successful? Freedman argues that Serbia lost because of KLA successes, 
the NATO bombing and damage to the FRY economy. While Wheeler grants to the air 
campaign "an important though not decisive role" in persuading Milosevic to capitulate on 
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June 3,1999 (Freedman, 430-1; Wheeler, 2000: 273). This is in contrast to General Short's 
claipi that "air power did what it was asked to do.... No one hit these targets but us. We 
brought him to the table" (Short, 2000). Certainly it would appear that Freedman is the 
most accurate of these commentators. While the threat of ground forces being deployed 
may have been influential, there was no serious prospect of them being deployed before 
winter given the lack of credible plans currently in circulation (Wheeler, 2000: 273). While 
NATO did not want to become the air wing of the KLA it is clear from General Naumann 
that they operated as air support for the KLA offensive and it is the combination of these 
two forces together with the economic damage being done to Serbia which should be seen 
as decisive in obtaining acquiescence. 
A Solidarist Shift in International Society? 
Do the justifications and practice of intervention in Kosovo signal a shift in international 
society towards solidarism? Wheeler and Jackson agree that the Kosovo intervention was 
important for its uniqueness, with Jackson calling it a mile-stone, the "first time NATO had 
gone to war and primarily for a humanitarian cause rather than a defensive or security 
reasons" (Jackson, 2000: 277). Wheeler stated that Kosovo marked the "first time since the 
founding of the UN that a group of states ... defended a breach of the sovereignty rule 
primarily on humanitarian grounds" (Wheeler, 2000b). It is this locating of solidarist 
norms as central to the justification for the use of force which clearly marks a shift towards 
solidarism. 
Wheeler asked whether NATO action in Kosovo signalled a doctrine of humanitarian 
intervention which seeks to protect citizens against their own governments or whether it 
rather signalled a dangerous precedent, a threat to the foundations of international order, 
such as the norms of sovereignty and non-intervention (Blair, 1999; Wheeler, 2000: 146)? 
Similarly Ignatieff asked whether "... an international right of intervention should trump 
state sovereignty in the case of the Serb abuses in Kosovo? " to which he concluded: "In my 
view Kosovo does meet the strict criteria for a justified intervention" (Ignatieff, 2000a: 78). 
For these scholars there clearly was a normative shift away from sovereignty to what may 
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be considered a lesser norm of human rights. Jackson argues that without a positive 
resolution from the UNSC it is "impossible to avoid the conclusion that NATO's action in 
bombing Serbia was not in conformity with established international law" and that it 
"trespassed on basic norms of the UN charter" yet the intervention was justified in terms of 
a universal humanitarianism and as such pointed to a shift in the foundational norms of 
international order (Jackson, 2000: 285-6,277). Given the failure to secure a UNSC 
resolution it is clear that Yugoslavia was a "victim of unwarTanted military action in 
violation of its national sovereignty and territorial integrity", yet the fact that there was no 
majority condemnation of the attacks in the UNSC would indicate that this violation of 
international law met with sufficient approval as to indicate the emergence of humanitarian 
norms in opposition to the foundational norms of sovereignty and non-intervention 
(Jackson, 2000: 286). This was most manifestly displayed when Russia, India and Belarus 
tabled a draft resolution condemning NATO's intervention as being in breach of the UN 
Charter. This draft resolution was defeated by 12 votes to 3, but more importantly, the vote 
was 
historic because, for the first time since the founding of the Charter, seven members either 
legitimated, excused or acquiesced in the use of force justified on humanitarian grounds in a context 
where there was no express Council authorization (Wheeler, 2000: 28 1). 
It is the moral approval of the norms being promoted by the intervention which saw the 
draft resolution being defeated (Wheeler, 2000: 290-1). Wheeler furthers his argument that 
a shift to solidarism occurred when he highlighted that: 
the five NATO states on the Security Council were forced to advance the following new claim: that 
in exceptional circumstances, states have a legal right to use force in support of existing resolutions 
adopted under Chapter VII, where this is necessary to prevent a humanitarian catastrophe (Wheeler, 
2000: 291). 
This indicates a shift towards solidarism, as well as a precedent of states seeking justice and 
order through enforced morality at the expense of traditional pluralist views of order. 
Wheeler later stated that "NATO's actions drove a coach and horses through the pluralist 
understanding of the rules governing the use of force under the UN Charter", while 
Jackson saw the bypassing of the UNSC in the knowledge of a Chinese or Russian veto the 
"trampling on the constitution of international society at its most important point" 
(Wheeler, 2000: 293; Jackson, 2000: 284). This points to what appears to be a victory for 
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solidarism over traditional pluralist norms and helps explains the lack of international law 
justifications by President Clinton. 
The US and NATO certainly did act against basic nonns of international society, created to 
ensure international order. Jackson argues that 
the stability of international society, especially the unity of the great powers, is more important, 
indeed far more important, than minority rights and humanitarian protections in Yugoslavia or any 
othercountry-if wehave to chose between those two sets of values (Jackson, 2000: 291). 
Wheeler, while agreeing that at times considerations of order will rule out intervention on 
humanitarian grounds, argues "it is often the case that justice can be promoted without 
undermining order. This was the case in Kosovo" - justice clearly being represented in the 
humanitarian justifications (Wheeler, 2000b). Wheeler argues that the US' preponderance 
in international society reduces the fragility of order, allowing it to act against the FRY - 
especially given that the US knew that Russia would not do more than vocally oppose 
NATO's action, encouraging the hegemonic US that intervention was possible (Wheeler, 
2000b). Jackson did overestimate the fragility of order with regards to Kosovo, but it is too 
simplistic to limit his argument to Kosovo and it is his concern that if Kosovo marks a 
return to "geographical morality" and spheres of influence that "the future of international 
relations may be more like the past than we may care to admit" -a future in which powerful 
states feel less restrained by norms of international law - and that therefore requires 
analysis to truly appreciate the impact of the Kosovo intervention on international society, 
again explaining the low number of international law justifications (Jackson, 2000: 290- 1). 
The intervention can certainly be seen to have weakened pluralist norms of international 
society in favour of solidarist claims. However, as per Jackson, these solidarist claims are 
intended for the moment at least for the western sphere of influence. The following 
statement of Clinton reflects this view: 
We need a Europe that is coming together, not failing apart; a Europe that shares our values and 
shares the burdens of leadership. That is the foundation on which the security of our children will 
depend (Clinton, 1999/03/24). 
Jackson interprets such statements and US actions as clearly implying that "dictatorships 
and abusive govemments had no place in Europe and were to be stamped out. Europe was 
defined as a region of democracies which respected human rights" (Jackson, 2000: 28 1). 
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Jackson later expanded on this theme, stating: 
Territory anywhere in this Europe was characterized as the common property of all Europeans... 
Sovereignty in Europe was conditional on democracy and human rights ... The war in Kosovo was a 
war of democracy against one of the last remaining dictatorships in Europe ... strongly suggestive of a 
geographical sphere of influence where Western norms and values shall prevail (Jackson, 2000: 289- 
90). 
In fact Clinton's justifications indicate that Jackson does not go far enough - that the US 
and Europe are so entwined, particularly in the history of war in Europe, that territory in 
Europe is also the common property of US citizens, whose interests lie in not having to die 
in another world war. Elements of coercive solidarism clearly emerge in this discourse, 
intermingled with traditional consensual solidarism; coercive for Europe and the US 
spheres of influence, consensual elsewhere. The following statements by Clinton indicate 
this view: 
(A] Europe that shares our values and shares the burdens of leadership. That is the foundation on 
which the security of our children will depend ...... because our children need and deserve a 
peaceful, stable, free Europe (Clinton, 1999/03/24). 
the people who wear the uniform of the United States military 10 or 20 or 30 years from now will 
not be called upon to spill their blood in another war because of some dictator's mad schemes to 
dehumanize a whole people. That is what you're fighting for, and that is what you will be grateful 
that you did for your children and the children of this continent (Clinton, 1999/05/05). 
This issue of spheres of influence is returned to below. 
But what do the prevalence of national interest justifications reveal in terms of the claimed 
shift to solidarism given that they tend away from solidarism? The example of Turkey is 
illustrative here. Critical scholars have distinguished between Kosovo's "worthy victims of 
human rights abuses ... whose suffering is 
inflicted by an official enemy" and Turkey's 
"unofficial victims ... whose suffering is inflicted 
by a tacit or formal official ally" and are 
"de-emphasises or ignored" (Chomsky, 1999: 13; Herring, 2001: 238-9). Similarly Jackson 
draws attention to the fact that NATO member states seemed to be selectively applying 
humanitarian values injustifying their military action: 
They were alarmed at ethnic cleansing by the Serbs in Kosovo but they had turned a blind eye to 
Croatia's ethnic cleansing of Serbs from the Krajina region of Croatia in 1995 (Jackson, 2000: 288). 
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Yet does Turkey and the Krajina region negate sincerity in humanitarian motivation? Here 
it is dear that national interest is still a key motivating and legitimising factor. Actions 
contrary to human rights do not preclude any sincerity with regards to human rights, but 
reveal that they are secondary to national interest and international order where these are in 
contention. Kosovo was a case where national interests were weak, which paradoxically 
made justifying the intervention difficult, albeit that there was sufficient legitimacy in 
human rights for this to the primary justificatory discourse. Wheeler argues that: 
neither Russia nor any other critics have adduced any compelling evidence to support their 
contention that traditional motives of realpolifik explain Operation Allied Force. Instead, the 
evidence points to this being a case where a key determinant of the use of force ... was the President's belief that this was a Just War (Wheeler, 2000: 288,267). 
The inclusion of national interest considerations into a decision to intervene does not 
necessarily signal a "retreat from morality", but rather that they can be accommodated as 
complimentary forces for justifying intervention and their authenticity should not be 
automatically suspect (Brown, 2003: 39). Similarly Wheeler states that the 
argument is not that national interests were not involved ... Rather, the point 
is that, as Blair argued in 
his Chicago speech, there was no conflict between upholding humanitarian values and protecting 
national interests (Wheeler, 2000: 267). 
Of course the inclusion of national interests does not negate solidarism. But it is the level 
of national interests which will determine intervention rather than humanitarian concerns 
alone. It is vital that the context of every case be considered, and it is here that one can 
come to a more nuanced understanding of the Kosovo intervention. Kosovo was politically 
important within a sphere of influence, geographically accessible and the site of gross 
violations of human rights, following on the Bosnian humanitarian catastrophe of the mid- 
1990's - all of which together encouraged intervention. What this points to is a move 
towards solidarist values, sufficient to justify and motivate the use of force against the 
FRY, but that such values had to be underpinned by calls to national interest and the need 
for NATO credibility; nor were they sufficiently credible to risk Alliance soldiers' lives. 
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The lack of vital national interests was insufficient to overcome the "family factor" of US 
domestic support. 52 
President Clinton's justifications can be seen to link the spread of the US' values to 
national interests, the frequency of which is reflected in the 'national interests' and 'EM' 
columns of figure 4.1. The linkage that is created between human rights, democratic values 
and national interest justifies force, but it is questionable whether this is solidarist in nature. 
This linkage is visible in the following statements: 
By acting now we are upholding our values, protecting our interests and advancing the cause of 
peace (Clinton, 1999/03/24). 
And if we want Europe to be undivided and democratic and at peace for the first time in history, and 
if we don't want your successors to have to come to this continent and fight another bitter war, then 
we must stand in Kosovo for the elemental principle of the common humanity of every breathing, 
living person in this continent (Clinton, 1999/05/05). 
Furthermore the justifications for intervention indicate a US foreign policy objective of 
encouraging democracy and open market economics, again linking interests with values; 
one such example being: 
we need a Europe that is safe, secure, free, united, a good partner with us for trading-they're 
wealthy enough to buy our products-and someone who will share the burdens of taking care of the 
problems of the world (Clinton, 1999/03/23). 
Clinton's close ally Blair maintained that this was a just war, of values and not territorial 
ambition, while Clinton argued that the war was about fighting hate and aggression, for his 
"dreams of what the modem world can be" (Blair, 1999; Clinton, 1999/04/15)? But do 
Clinton's justifications for economic benefits not mark some semblance of territorial gain? 
They certainly speak to a sphere of influence. 
And we will further our efforts for deeper democracy, tolerance, economic development, and 
regional integration in southeastern Europe, in the hopes that soon all the people there, including the 
Serbs who are now suffering from Mr. Milosevic's reckless tyranny, can have peace, prosperity, and 
true freedom (Clinton, 1999/04/22). 
52 Kent Johnson argues that the amount of what he terms the "family factor" in any intervention, namely the 
willingness of US families to see their children sent into battle and sustain casualties, is directly proportional 
to the vital national security interests at stake (Johnson, 2001). 
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As John Ikenberry argued, "the view that trade and investment and the expanding operation 
of markets reinforces liberal democracy, the rule of law, and. strong civil socjeties is 
integral to Clinton foreign policy thinking" (Ikenberry, 2000: 89). 
What Jackson points to within the ES debate is that there exist some states for whom 
certain norms are more powerfully held than others (Jackson, 2000: 287). There is therefore 
a grouping of states for which liberal-democratic norms are paramount, and that states, 
which do not adhere to such values, are at risk of intervention despite the protection of 
sovereignty and non-intervention norms. This allows for a more insightful interpretation of 
the justifications, in that human rights are a key justificatory principle to be used by the 
possessors of liberal-democratic norms who have the power to intervene depending on 
contextual factors of interest and cost prevalent in each case. What is problematic is that in 
linking interests to values, particularly values which are deemed universal, state interests, 
traditionally recognised as limited to a state or an alliance of states, begin to be seen as 
universal as well. While it is not therefore necessarily the case that national interests 
exclude a genuine humanitarian motivation, it is the combinati6n of both which creates 
uncertainty in international order, giving rise to coercive rather than consensual solidarism. 
Yet does the merging of interests and values in the promotion of liberal democracy cause a 
paradox for international society? For if values are attached to interests and centred on a 
state or sphere of influence then Kantian Utopia is sought through the pursuit of Western 
national interests. The solidarist values which are to lead to humanitarian ends become 
entangled with interests. Wheeler argues that the "attempt to link unilateral action to the 
enforcement of the wider moral purposes of international society challenges the traditional 
claim that unilateral action is driven by the selfish interests of states", but there exists 
within the liberal democratic identification with solidarist values a danger that the "moral 
purposes of international society" will be increasingly associated with a political and 
economic project rather than with solidarism or cosmopolitanism (Wheeler, 2000b). 
Solidarism is therefore in danger of becoming coercive and far from evolving through a 
deepening of norms becomes entangled with the international system. Brown argues that 
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the desire to live in a world in which gross violations of human dignity do not take place, and a 
willingness to help bring this about, is as legitimate a basis for self-interest as the defense of national 
borders or state sovereignty 
yet it is problematic that the moral use of force becomes entwined with national interests 
rather than solidarist or cosmopolitanism values as human dignity and self-interest are not 
universally interpreted or understood (Brown, 2003: 46). It is perhaps Jackson's view of 
spheres of influence which best interprets the US' decision to intervene, as the spread of 
liberal democratic norms and values must first be consolidated in Europe before they can be 
expanded elsewhere (Jackson, 2000: 287). As Jackson points out, the intervention was 
carried out in terms of "norms of democracy, human rights, rule of law, which are set out in 
NATO's post-cold-war doctrines of regional security", adopting a "secular respublica 
Christiana " of Western values (Jackson, 2000: 290). Jackson asks whether "NATO's 
military actions in the Balkans" signal a "bold new move into new millennium" or rather a 
return to "an era when Western values were imposed on obstinate governments by force" 
(Jackson, 2000: 284)? It is here where the few egoist morality point to a US centred sphere 
of influence, seeds of the position t*en by Bush post-9/1 1. While the justifications 
indicating a US moral foreign policy should not be exaggerated, they do point to an 
increasingly explicit exceptionalism. A further indication of the limits of solidarism was 
the fact that neither the US, nor its NATO allies in the Security Council felt adequately sure 
of their position to put a vote on intervention to the UNSC, knowing in advance that Russia 
and China would veto the resolution. Neither did they venture to place a vote before the 
General Assembly which would have created legitimacy for intervention (Wheeler, 
2000: 298). They were willing to act on the commonality of European and US values, but 
were not confident enough of solidarist norms to put this to the "real" international 
community for approval. 53 
Reinforcing this view is the one taken by Roberts who argues that 
NATO's intervention in Kosovo was targeted against the government: the USA, Britain, and some 
other NATO countries clearly wanted to get rid of the government of Slobodan Milosevic (Roberts, 
1999: 116). 
53 Clinton's justifications for the intervention shift in reference to the international community, with NATO 
increasingly replacing the UNSC as UN support became unlikely. See Clinton, 1998/10/, 1999/01/29. 
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This was contrary to the principle of war that "the only legitimate object which States 
should endeavour to accomplish during war is to weaken the military forces of the enemy" 
(Roberts, 1999: 116). Seeking to remove a government by force points to a coercive 
solidarism in an expanding sphere of influence. 
Does the practice of the intervention also point to a solidarist shift in international society? 
Most important was the failure of NATO to utilise a ground force. As Wheeler argued "if 
the desire to protect soldiers' lives leads to unacceptable levels of violence being inflicted 
on civilians ... then the humanitarian qualifications of an intervention are called into 
question" (Wheeler, 2000: 308). 
Jean-Bethke Elshtain adds to this debate, arguing that 
minimising the risk to allied soldiers seemingly took precedence over both their obligation to 
safeguard Serb noncombatants and their interest in protecting the ethnic Albanians whose plight 
provided the ostensible rationale for intervention. American officials described that intervention as a 
moral imperative. Yet before the conflict had even ended observers were wondering if the United 
States had turned moral tradition on its head, with combatants rather than non-combatants provided 
immunity from the effects of fighting (Elshtain, 1999). 
The practice of intervention therefore severely weakens solidarist claims. The 
humanitarian discourse was not seen to be able to sustain coalition casualties and in 
addition the practice led to the deaths of more civilians than enemy combatants - an 
inappropriate result for a humanitarian justified intervention. Importantly, the solidarist 
claims were severely weakened by the post-war situation in which the Kosovo Serbs "now 
found themselves in the receiving end of a new order of ethnic apartheid" (Wheeler, 
2000: 274). The killings of Kosovo Serbs by Kosovo Albanians are as deplorable as the 
Serbian atrocities - NATO soon presided over human rights violations which approached 
the scale of those which triggered its bombing campaign (Herring, 2001: 242). Had a 
ground force been used they would have been better able to attempt to protect all civilians 
in Kosovo. NATO did however feel their intervention vindicated by the safe return of the 
Kosovo Albanian refugees (Jackson, 2000: 28 1). 
This moral failure points to the limitations of solidarism or rather the continued pre- 
eminence of national interests in determining the nature of military action. Kosovo 
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certainly shows an extension of solidarist values, but these values operate within a pluralist 
reality and are therefore subservient to larger considerations. Jackson writes that 
The exclusive use of air power led to the morally questionable decision to deliberately put civilians 
on the ground at risk to reduce the risk to pilots in the air ... That suggests the practical inadequacy of humanitarian justifications for military interventions that cannot also be justified by conventional 
norms of national security and international order (Jackson, 2000: 288-289). 
Jackson goes on to argue that justifications were not empty rhetoric but were "significant 
normative considerations for the principal players involved" (Jackson, 2000: 290). He argues 
however that: 
it would be a mistake to conclude ... that solidarism is pre-empting pluralism 
in international ethics. 
Rather they indicate that humanitarianism can be pursued within the pluralist framework of 
international society at least up to a point (Jackson, 2000: 290). 
This position does not give sufficient credit to the strength of solidarist norms but 
effectively reveals the pluralist/solidarist tension in international society. US action was 
feasible and justifiable in this case, but the emergence of solidarisin was limited. Wheeler 
dismisses pluralist concerns about the threat of humanitarian intervention for international 
order when he argues that 
there is often a mutual compatibility between protecting the national interest, promoting international 
order, and enforcing human rights. In such situations, state leaders can escape making terrible 
choices between their duties to strangers and citizens, because risking soldiers' lives can be defended 
on grounds of both national interest and common humanity (Wheeler, 2000: 309). 
This position fails to explicitly point out that soldiers' lives will be risked for national 
interests and common humanity, but the latter requires the former far more than the 
converse. A large number of justifications relating to national interest, utilised to increase 
domestic support for the intervention, were highly contrived and involved a credulous view 
of history. It was the weakness of solidarist humanitarian claims that required national 
interest claims to be utilised and explains why risking soldiers' lives was not possible in a 
situation in which vital national interests were not at risk. 54 Johnson argues that while 
President Clinton could justify national interests in terms of values, it is the American 
people (the family factor) which would validate this claim through a willingness to accept 
casualties (Johnson, 2001). Wheeler acknowledges that the "fact is that no Western 
54 The claim that the Kosovo crisis risked World War III was repeatedly made by President Clinton. 
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government has intervened to defend human rights in the 1990's unless it has been very 
confident that the risks of casualties were almost zero" (Wheeler, 2000: 300). Pluralig and 
prudential concerns were clearly not absent in Kosovo (Jackson, 2000: 288). 
Conclusion 
The Kosovo intervention can be interpreted as a dangerous turn away from order towards 
an international (dis)order in which the powerful states do as they wish rather than uphold a 
framework of world order (Jackson, 2000: 367). As has been shown however, the 
intervention was justified and legitimated in its humanitarian discourse, NATO multi- 
lateral involvement and national interest. This was not open rebellion against international 
order but a shift towards solidarism in a particular sphere of international society. 55 This is 
the most likely result when national interests are rewritten to include normative 
considerations and spheres of influence are again the focus of violent foreign policy. 
The Kosovo intervention presents a curious interaction between power, morality and law. 
It was US power and persuasion which led to the war, by-passing UNSC concerns and 
thereby weakening a core institution of international society. Morality is clearly elevated in 
the justificatory discourse but can power be seen to elevate certain norms, privileging these 
over others? President Clinton did make use of national interest justification, traditional 
power legitimation and it was US power which enabled action. Curiously power in this 
case can be seen to have overridden law, but interestingly, in favour of morality. This 
morality is reinforcing of a solidarist position which sees a shift in international society 
away from power to moral considerations. Power can therefore be seen to move in 
contradictory patters, reflecting in many ways the nature of the justifications themselves; 
perhaps indicating the seeds of empire or Revolutionism. This would set an important 
precedent for the post-9/1 I cases to be discussed below. 
The intervention in Kosovo reveals an intriguing interplay of forces at work in international 
society. The justifications for intervention centred on human rights, demonstrating a shift 
55 This flags the issue of hierarchy to be discussed in the conclusion. 
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towards solidarist norins, yet these justifications were insufficient given their failure to 
resonate in terms of vital national interests. - 
This led to the. need for human rights 
justifications to be merged with national interests, an attempt to shift to a more solidarist 
position, but which can equally be interpreted as evidence of the weakness of solidarist 
claims in raising domestic political support for the use of force. The weakness of these 
solidarist claims is further evidenced by the failure of the US and NATO allies to agree to 
deploy ground forces, resorting rather to a casualty-free air campaign in the expectation that 
a short display of force would achieve their goals. When these expectations did not 
materialise NATO was left with an inappropriate means for securing human safety in 
Kosovo, particularly given the political restrictions on the manner in which bombing could 
be carried out. The practice of war cannot be seen to align with the justifications, but a 
more nuanced understanding must be reached. 
The intervention did ultimately succeed in its objectives. While it is possible to be critical 
of the practice of the intervention, it is clear that the options available to the US, given the 
need to ensure NATO unity, were limited. This is not to say that criticism should not be 
made of the practice of the intervention, but that the intervention must be considered in the 
context in which it was carried out. That ethnic cleansing was not halted by the 
intervention is not in doubt, yet the bombing campaign did severely damage FRY and 
Serbian security forces' ability to sustain a war and oppose the KLA. Kosovo Albanian 
refugees were given the security to return to their homes and from this perspective the 
practice of the intervention, while not aligning well with the justifications, can be seen to 
have fulfilled its purpose. It is right that the means employed be criticised, but these means 
must be seen to originate in the domestic and international political climate prevalent at the 
time, which do comment on the extent of a solidarist shift in international society, but 
should not detract from the fact that the humanitarian intervention was carried out within 
the restrictions that were prevalent at that time. 
Yet what is the legacy of the intervention? Did disdain for the UNSC create a precedent, 
the dangers of which were only truly to be seen post-9/1 P Jackson asks many questions of 
the Kosovo intervention, but perhaps the most prescient are when he asks: 
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Is there a new standard of civilization according to which armed intervention can be justified on the 
groprids of defending human rights? Is there a return to an era of geographical morality in which 
certain civilizations, such as Europe, define their own pre-emptive international norms, such as 
democracy, for the employment of armed force in the region? Are legitimate spheres of influence 
creeping back into world politics (Jackson, 2000: 287)? 
What the Kosovo intervention indicates is that a group of states was willing to bypass the 
UNSC when their values and interests deemed it necessary. As Robert Skidelsky argues 
"the by-passing of the UN by NATO sends a clear message to all countries that force, not 
law, governs international affairs" (Ignatieff, 2000a: 74). While Jackson may have argued 
against humanitarianism in particular, it is his warning against pre-emptive intervention on 
the basis of selective rather than universal norms which reveals the danger of the Kosovo 
intervention in terms of international order. There was in the Kosovo intervention the clear 
seeds of exceptionalism which are significantly increased in the post-9/1 I world. 
The Kosovo intervention addresses all three hypotheses posited in the introduction. An 
element of each is discernable in the justifications and practice of the intervention. 
However it is the second hypothesis which should be seen to gain the most credibility, with 
the first receiving important but less validation. The intervention certainly confirms "the 
emergence of new justificatory norms relating to the use of force", "utilised for the 
legitimation of intervention". The first Hypothesis's claim that "[n]orrns relating to justice 
and human rights are desirable, but possible only when convenient to the interests of the 
state" are also supported in this case. An argument can also be maintained that the third 
hypothesis, although controversial, finds itself being met, if not universally then at least in 
the NATO sphere of influence as solidarist values were ascendant in the justifications if not 
the practice of intervention. 
To conclude, this chapter returns to Wheeler and Jackson: 
[t]he conclusion then is not that solidarism is inevitably limited, because international society is 
characterized by a deep and abiding tension between pluralist and solidarist conceptions. Rather, the 
solidarist project is 'premature', because state leaders have not taken the moral risks that would 
create in international law a doctrine that would give practical substance to Kofi Annan's claim that 
we are finally becoming a 'humanity that will do more' for fellow humans in danger (Wheeler, 
2000: 310). 
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It is possible that Wheeler is correct and that Kosovo was at the very least something of a 
step towards the moral risk that is required to increase solidarism. Jackson on the other 
hand argues that 
The ethics of human rights have to be fitted into the pluralist framework of international society and 
cannot sidestep that framework ... Human rights and humanitarian action 
have no actuality outside 
that pluralist framework. Solidarism is clearly subordinate to pluralism (Jackson, 2000: 289). 
Wheeler calls for a "heightened awareness on the part of state leaders that they will be held 
accountable if they decide not to save strangers", but what effect do the attacks of 9/11 
have on the three pillars and the solidarist/pluralist tension in international society so 
clearly displayed by the Kosovo intervention (Wheeler, 2000: 3 10)? This question will be 
answered in the second section of this thesis. 
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Chapter 5. The Intervention in Afghanistan 
This chapter investigates the justifications for, and practice of, intervention in Afghanistan 
in 2001 following the attacks of 9/11 against the US. The chapter begins with a brief 
background discussion of the Taliban government of Afghanistan and 9/11, it then moves 
to an analysis of the justifications made for the US intervention and practice of the 
intervention and concludes with a discussion of the implications of the intervention for 
intemational society. 
Background to the Intervention 
The history of Afghanistan since 1978 is one wracked with war, such that it has been 
described as "seeing out the century in an ocean of blood7 (Maley, 2002: 1). The Taliban, a 
Muslim, ethnically Pushtun group which adhered to a strict interpretation of Islamic Law 
and which were supported by Pakistan, seized the Afghanistan capital of Kabul in 
September 1996 and through "ferocious repression" sought to control the rest of the 
country (Maley, 2002: 2). The Taliban were chiefly opposed by an alliance of opposition 
groups, referred to as the Northern Alliance. The Taliban were allied with not only 
Pakistan, but also Muslim extremists, of whom the most notorious was Osarna bin Laden, 
who provided military, financial and religious support for the Taliban. Taliban-controlled 
areas of Afghanistan were used by bin Laden as training grounds for Islamic 
fundamentalists. The Taliban government were, prior to 9/11, considered a threat to US 
national security because of these terrorist training camps and previous attacks by al-Qaeda 
on US embassies in Kenya and Tanzania (Bush, 2001/06/30). 
On II September 2001, terrorists hijacked four aeroplanes in the US and flew one into each 
of the towers of the World Trade Center in New York, a further one into the Pentagon, 
while a fourth crashed following intervention by passengers. The results of the attacks 
were horrific with both towers collapsing in what was an anticipated outcome of the attacks 
(Prins, 2002). The attacks left 2752 people dead, more than the Japanese attack on Pearl 
Harbor in WWII (9/11 Commission Report). Suspicion for the attacks fell on al-Qaeda, an 
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Islamic terTorist group, based in Afghanistan, which had been responsible for other high 
profile attacks on US interests abroad in the late 1990s (Woodward, 2002: 26-27). President 
Bush termed the attacks an act of war, claiming the right of self-defence against al-Qaeda 
and any state that provided sanctuary for this group or any other global terTorist group, an 
immense foreign policy statement, the fruits of which would be seen over the next three 
years (Bush, 2001/09/11; Woodward, 2002: 41). According to Woodward's account, Bush 
initiated the emphasis on war as early as 12 September, stating to his presidential 
counsellor: 
Lets get the big picture ... A Faceless enemy has declared war on the United States of America. So 56 we are at war (Woodward, 2002: 4 1; see also Bush, 2001/09/16,2001/09/17). 
The US called on the Taliban to arrest and extradite bin Laden, the leader of al-Qaeda, to 
close all terrorist training camps and to allow US verification of these closures. The 
demands were given as an ultimatum. No evidence of al-Qaeda's guilt was offered or 
provided when later requested by the Taliban. With the failure of the Taliban to adhere to 
the US' terms, military intervention began 3vith attacks on Taliban and al-Qaeda targets. 
The war started less than four weeks after 9/11. 
President Bush's Justifications for the Intervention 
It was expected that the justifications for the intervention in Afghanistan would differ from 
those of the previous cases. This was partly because of the nature of the US presidency 
under George W. Bush, but also because of the core reason for the intervention. In the Gulf 
War the US responded to aggression by Iraq against a key ally in a strategically important 
area. In Kosovo, the US acted for claimed humanitarian purposes, again in an important 
strategic area. The Afghanistan intervention was thus the first post-1990 intervention 
which was undertaken in response to a direct attack on the US and could therefore be 
expected to invoke parochial justifications of national interests above that of human rights 
or international law and norms. These expectations of change were met but were also 
exceeded in two key ways. First, the nature of the justifications resulted in a need for 
56 in his justifications, Bush made 102 references to the US being at war. 
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further classificatory definitions, which will be discussed in more detail below. Second, the 
extent to wh: ich the justifications shifted from both pre-9/1 I conflicts was astounding. 
In this chapter initial classification ofjustifications sought to identify justifications in terms 
of the four key categories of the previous chapters, being international law/norms, national 
interest, human rights and egoist morality. What soon became apparent was the need for 
further categories as numerous justifications could not satisfactorily be incorporated into 
the above categories. Two new categories were therefore created; 'democracy promotion' 
and 'accountability'. The former includes all justifications that war was helping to bring 
democracy to non-democratic areas. The latter refers to justifications which relate 
specifically to the accountability of the Taliban for the terrorists operating on their territory. 
Importantly, this accountability was associated with the repeated warning that those who 
were not for the US were against her; a self-imposed accountability which was not made 
with reference to international law but to a US right of justice (Bush, 2001/10/4, 
57 2001/11/06). This can be seen in the following statements: 
we're going to find those who-those evildoers, those barbaric people who attacked our country, and 
we're going to hold them accountable, and we're going to hold the people who house them 
accountable. The people who think they can provide them safe havens will be held accountable 
(Bush, 2001/09/17). 
The allies of terror are equally guilty of murder and equally accountable to justice (Bush, 
2001/11/10). 
If you harbor terrorists, you are terrorists; if you train or arm a terrorist, you are a terrorist; if you 
feed a terrorist or fund a terrorist, you're a terrorist, and you will be held accountable by the United 
States and our friends (Bush, 2001/11/21). 
In terms of these categories it can be argued that all three of 'egoist-morality', 'democracy 
promotion' and 'accountability' all fall within national interest, albeit not of a traditional 
stated national interest, as was so often found in the Gulf and Kosovo interventions. These 
57 It is plausible that Bush's use of the word "justice" implies a system of legality which may be closer to 
shared norms and international law than US exceptionalism. When writing this chapter, given the nature of 
Bush's justifications "revenge" was initially used instead of "justice", but this was problematic given that 
Bush did not use the word revenge in his public statements and twice explicitly stated that the US sought not 
revenge but justice (Bush, 2001/09/25,2001/10/04). However, his notion of justice must be seen to be rooted 
more in US egoist morality than international law. This is visible in most of the quotations in this chapter as 
well as his statements that those responsible were "going to pay" and were to be "punished" (Woodward, 
2002: 17,3 1). If compared to a US 'Western', the US and not the international community was the sheriff, 
marshal and judge -justice was sought, but its primary reference was to the US rather than more widely held 
international law or norms. 
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statements are particularly interesting because they point to a move away from the 
established normative discourse utilised in the first two cases and particularly re-orientate 
one's attention away from the normatively and legally less problematical statements of 
national interest towards justifications which relate to a particular view of, and by, the US. 
This is also important to recognise given the legal right that the US had to refer to standard 
characterisation of national interest given the resolutions of the UNSC, the invoking of 
article 5 by NATO and the legality of self-defence under the United Nations Charter. For 
the purposes of clarity the justifications are therefore grouped in graphic form with 
gnational interest' kept separate in the first instance, and in the second with these categories 
joined to 'national interest' to form a unified classification of national interest / egoist 
morality - presenting a more useful representation of the nature of the justifications. 
A further difficulty with this chapter was the fact that the war against the Taliban was the 
first in a wider campaign against terrorism and 'rogue states'. It is therefore necessary to 
incorporate those justifications which while not specifically referring to the Taliban, were 
implicitly included in terms of the terrorists or states against which the US was justifying 
taking action, in terms of both the present and the threat of future action. 
Over four hundred addresses by President Bush were examined, including speeches, 
proclamations, radio addresses and question and answer sessions, from II September 2001 
to January 2002. The justifications listed below are broken down into four months from 
September to December 2001. Figure 5.1 shows the number of statements relating to each 
category, while tables 5.2 to 5.5 provide graphic representation of the justifications. 58 
58 The number of references to the justification in January was relatively small and it was decided given the 
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President's Bush justifications are represented in figure 5.2. 
Figure 5.2.: Justifications for Afghanistan 
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These findings are substantially different from those of the previous chapters. As stated 
above the US could have legitimately referred to international law in order to justify its 
intervention. However, the references to international law made by President Bush were 
minimal, never exceeding five percent in any one month. In addition most of these 
justifications lacked the direct reference to international law which marked those used in 
the Gulf and Kosovo. This represents a fundamental shift from the Gulf War and Kosovo, 
the former in which international law was the central justifying fact, and the latter in which 
international law was a lesser, but still consistently referenced justification. This lack of 
reference to international law could be explained by reference to a desire on the part of the 
US government not to be restricted in later campaigns by deference to international law. 
This is certainly the view of Chomsky, who argues that: 
Washington plainly did not want Security Council authorization, which it surely could have 
obtained. clearly and unambiguously ... But 
Washington insisted on not obtaining Security Council 
authorization, which would entail that there is some higher authority to which it should defer 
(Chomsky. 2002). 
While it is certainly plausible that the US did not wish to be restrained by a "higher 
authority", the early debates between President Bush and his principal advisers would 
indicate that this view is distorted. Rather. it is likely that the US President did not feel the 
need to refer to international law given that the US had been attacked. National security 
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and self-defence in a state of war were presumed by the President and justificatory 
references to international law or the UN were unnecessary as per Article 51 of the UN 
Charter (Bush, 2001/09/15,2001/09/17,2001/09/19b). Hurrell argues that Bush chose not 
to pursue multilateralisin through the UN because of the "constraining and ensnaring costs" 
of international law which were seen to outweigh the "power cementing and legitimacy- 
creating advantages" that could be conferred by international law (Hurrell, 2005: 17). In 
addition post-intervention UNSC resolutions relating to Afghanistan did not criticise US 
intervention, giving their action tacit approval (UNSC Resolutions 1373,1378). This is 
supported by the fact that the president and his chief advisers made no references to 
international law in their early deliberations (Woodward, 2002: chapters 3-8). It is the 
certainty of the legality of the Afghanistan intervention which is vital in understanding the 
lack of references to international law together with the unilateral predisposition of the US. 
According to one account of the first debates between President Bush and his principal 
advisers after 9/11, a discussion did take place with regard to the targets of US military 
action and the idea of a broad resolution in order to gain international support for an attack 
on al-Qaeda (Woodward, 2002: 48). The references to the UN were extremely few but there 
was certainly no concerted effort to avoid ftiture UN restriction, rather, such considerations 
were never made -a reflection of the wider justifications (Woodward, 2002: 48). 
Furthermore, there is the fact that the lack of reference to international law can be seen as 
the natural result of the weighted references to 'egoist morality', 'democracy promotion' 
and 'accountability'. These justifications will be discussed more fully below, but they can 
be seen to counter-balance the previously heavily-used justifications of international law 
and national interest. 
While a traditional justification of national interest could have been framed within 
international law, the president chose not to do this, instead centralising his justifications on 
US exceptionalism, 'goodness' and a desire for justice to right the wrong perpetrated 
against the US. 9/11 can therefore be seen to result in a fundamental shift in the discourse 
utilised for intervention even within the core justification of national interest which makes 
this case very interesting. What are termed traditional references to national interest are 
dramatically reduced during this period. Both the Gulf War and Kosovo intervention 
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featured direct, standard references to national interest, but such statements were very 
infrequent in this case. Such a change can partly be explainqd given the fact that the US 
was responding to an attack and not to aggression in a foreign state. The discourse of 
national interest was, in other words, necessary in those cases where the US leadership 
needed to build public support or legitimise the use of force. However, the fact that the 
Afghanistan intervention was in response to an attack on the US created a validity which 
did not require traditional uses of national interest to be used to legitimate the use of force. 
This explanation is supported by the extensive use of justifications falling within the egoist 
morality and accountability categories. This leads to intriguing conclusions regarding the 
importance of normative discourse with regard to the use of force in relation to domestic 
and international sanction. If the Gulf War was the first step towards a NWO and Kosovo a 
defence of humanitarian values together with concerns of national interest and regional 
stability, how is the Afghanistan intervention to be defined? The references to democracy 
promotion do indicate linkage with a NWO - that the spread of freedom and democracy 
would support the spread of peaceful regimes and secure a peaceful world. Bush's 
statement that "I see an opportunity as well to bring peace to the world, the likes of which 
we've never seen" echoes his father's call for a NWO (Bush, 2001/10/04). However, 
references to democracy promotion run parallel to, but are not to be equated with the NWO, 
as they are more closely aligned not with a democratic ideal, but with the ideal US, whose 
representation of freedom and liberty would be defended on behalf of all "freedom-loving 
people around the world", with Afghanistan and other states who harboured terrorists being 
confronted in the hope of a new democratic era (Bush, 2001/10/09). The democracy 
promotion and egoist morality justifications together point towards the fact that the war in 
Afghanistan, as part of the War on Terror, is more than just the justification for a pattern of 
US hostility; it represents the expansion of the US model, but of a nature quite different 
from pre-9/1 1, in a sense more urgent - the perception of supreme emergency. As Bush 
said: "This is a new world", and the War on Terror would be a new war (Woodward, 
2002: 62; Bush, 2001/09/27; 2001/10/09). 
The egoist morality justifications are perhaps the most interesting for they represent the 
most dramatic shift between cases. They averaged close to fifty percent of all justifications 
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given for the intervention and pointý as was stated above, to a core self-understanding of 
America. America is g(Zod, the terrorists evil; America would bring freedom through 
intervention, the terrorists bring only hatred; America represents that which is good in the 
world, a self-appointed defender of freedom. The following statements by Bush reveal this 
clear dichotomy- 
This is a fight for freedom. This is a fight to say to the freedom-loving people of the world: We will 
not allow ourselves to be terrorized by somebody who thinks they can hit and hide in some cave 
somewhere (Bush, 2001/09/17). 
Tonight we are a country awakened to danger and called to defend freedom (Bush, 2001/09/20). 
This is not, however, just America's fightý and what is at stake is not just America's freedom. This is 
the world's fight. This is civilization's fight. This is the fight of all who believe in progress and 
pluralism, tolerance and freedom (Bush, 2001/09/20). 
This is the calling of the United States of America, the most free nation in the world, a nation built 
on fundamental values, that rejects hate, rejects violence, rejects murderers, rejects evil. And we will 
not tire. We will not relent. It is not only important for the homeland security of America that we 
succeed; it is equally as important for generations of Americans who have yet be born. Now is the 
time to draw the line in the sand against the evil ones (Bush, 2001/10/10). 
A clear majority of justifications therefore referred to the nature of America, what she 
symbolised, and the moral legitimacy that this gave her to take action and "bring to justice" 
not only those terrorists that had attacked her, but those states which sheltered these 
terrorists and other terrorists with global capabilities. While Jackson is correct that this 
discourse serves to "write American identity, [and) discipline domestic and foreign 
opponents" it would however be a mistake to interpret this rhetoric solely in this manner, as 
the frequency of such utterances points to a core perceived truth held by the Bush 
presidency in the same way that the first Bush presidency viewed the importance of 
international law and the NWO (Jackson, 2005; Woodward, 2002: 45-46). As Jackson 
points out, Bush's language was a "call to divinely sanctioned war-a crusade against 
evil", but it is not the construction which such language produces which is as important as 
the fact that it is thought worthy to utter in the first place - that it resonated both with the 
president and with the America people. Such language was not employed in this scale 
against Saddam Hussein or Slobodan Milosevic. The example that the Afghanistan 
intervention reveals is that an attack on the US would result in a return to core American 
identities in the justifications for the use of force, a startling shift away from seeking 
legitimacy in international law and human rights. 
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Those justifications which fall with the accountability category are seen to align closely 
with "national interest / egoist morality". While a call to accountability in terms of 
international law as occurred in the Iraq War would align these justifications with 
international law, it is important to note that none of these justifications, the second most 
important on average, referred in any way to international law, whether generally in terms 
of the UN Charter or specifically in terins of UNSC resolutions. Rather they are all within 
the context of America's right to justice. Such statements were perhaps more appropriate 
than a reliance on self-defence arguments given the lack of military power possessed by al- 
Qaeda and the Taliban, but their extensive use indicates again the right of America to act on 
her own terms; justice would be meted out as was America's right. The following two 
statements reveal this position: 
And the first objective is to bring people to justice who we feet like committed this particular set of 
atrocities, and to hold the organization accountable and to hold those who harbor them accountable. 
That's the first objective of a very long campaign (Bush, 2001/09/19). 
And we'll bring them to justice. And not only will we bring them to justice, we will bring those who 
harbor them, who hide them, who feed them, who encourage them, to justice (Bush, 2001/09/25). 
This discourse also set the scene for what was a War on Terror - Afghanistan being the first 
battle in a longer war. By claiming the right to hold all those who harboured terrorists to 
account, the US established a principle which went beyond any notion of international law 
and must be seen in terms of America's national interest and egoist morality. The War on 
Terror became the "legitimating standard" against which to defend US foreign policy, with 
all states in the international community being either for or against the US (Wheeler, 
2003: 185; Bush, 2001/10/04). 
The justifications (expanded total) are represented in 5.3. 
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Figure 5.3.: Justifications for Afghanistan 
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Figures 5.4 and 5.5 provide graphic representations of the dominance of the national 
interest / egoist morality grouping when egoist morality, democracy promotion and 
accountability are combined with national interest. This reveals the dominance of these 
justifications over international law and human rights. 
Figure 5.4.: Justifications for Afghanistan 
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Figure 5.5: Justifications for Afghanistan 
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In no single month is the percentage of national interest / egoist morality below 89%, 
clearly a dominant set of justificatory statements which re-shaped the normative language 
of intervention used prior to 9/11. 
Human rights, an "add-on" in the Gulf War and central theme of the Kosovo intervention 
receive almost no attention in this case. The average reference to human rights is higher 
than that of international law, but these references are almost always secondary, an 
additional reason to remove the Tallban from power rather than a primary justification. 
The first month of justifications is most revealing as in this case only one reference was 
made. A common theme in later months was the Taliban's human rights abuses being used 
to demonise the enemy - establishing their evil in opposition to the 
US' good - rather than 
as a stand-alone justification. This is also reflected in Bush's very revealing statement, 
never repeated that: 
this is an administration-\Ne're not into nation-buildingg: we're focused on justice. And we're going 
to get justice. It*s going to take a while. probably. But I'm a patient man. Nothing will diminish my 
will and my determination-nothing (Bush. 2001/09/25). 
A concern for nation-building would reveal an interest in the ongoing plight of 
Afghanistan's civilians, but what Bush's statement reveals is a concern for justice, not 
humanity. Of course, an unstable Afghanistan was not in the interests of the US and a 
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nation-building role was ceitainly favourable to the UN and many US allies, a role the US 
was very quick to hand over,. 
The following two statements reveal a direct and indirect use of human rights justifications: 
The guilty ones are the Taliban. They disrupt; they steal; they prevent supplies of food from delivery. 
They starve their people, and that is another reason they must go (Bush, 2001/10/20b). 
America will stand strong and will oppose the sponsors of terror, and America will stand strong and 
help those people who are hurt by those regimes (Bush, 2001/10/04). 
There are various possible explanations for this lack of reference to human rights. The first 
is that a human rights justification was not required given the attacks on the US - that US 
citizens, given the national security implications and desire to strike back did not require a 
human rights dimension in order to attract support as had been required in the Gulf War. 
The second is that the Afghanis were not considered as worthy of US concern, that their 
suffering would not resonate with US citizens, or more cynically, that their lives were of 
little value to the US presidential administration. A third explanation would be that a focus 
on human rights would accentuate difficulties that were quickly experienced with regard to 
the bombing campaign in Afghanistan and that a more frequent reference to human rights 
would invoke criticism by civil society as to the tactics being used by US forces as had 
occurred in Kosovo. Given the weighting of the justifications towards egoist morality and 
accountability, it would seem most reasonable to conclude that the low human rights 
references were tied to the first explanation. As US-centred justice was a key motivator, 
human rights were largely irrelevant to this motivation. That said, the substantial use of a 
discourse representing the US as 'good' would be expected to place pressure on it to 
maintain a practice of intervention which aligned with this moral position. There was 
according to Woodward's account of Bush's deliberations with his key advisers a great deal 
of attention given to the supply of humanitarian aid, and the US military was indeed a key 
player in the prevention of mass starvation in the winter of 2001/2 (Woodward, 2002). 
Whether these acts were more strategic than humanitarian in motivation is difficult to 
confirm, but this debate will be given more attention in the conclusion following a 
discussion of the practice of the intervention. A lack of human rights justifications do not 
necessarily point to an increase in human rights abuses during the act of intervention. 
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Overall therefore the justifications represented a dramatic shift in the discourse legitimising 
the use. of force in international society, the ramifications of which are discussed in more 
detail below. 
UNSC 
This section will briefly discuss the relevant UNSC resolutions passed with regards to 
Afghanistan. Two resolutions, both passed unanimously in the UNSC, are of particular 
interest. UNSC resolution 1368 was passed on 12 September 2001. Support for the US 
was unequivocal. In the pre-vote session, some representatives referred to the attacks in 
criminal terms. Others used the moral language adopted by-Bush over the coming months, 
with the Norwegian representative, for example, stating that: 
Yesterday's attacks were not only directed against targets in the United States, but against freedom 
and democracy itself .. shameless terror as an effort to undermine the values that constitute the very foundations of the civilized world (UNSC SPN. 4370). 
The Russian representative also voiced support, requesting the UNSC to 
demonstrate unconditionally the resolve of Council members to do all they can to leave not one 
terrorist act unpunished and to increase efforts to prevent and end terrorism (UNSC SP/V. 4370). 
The French UNSC president similarly expressed support for the US, and like many of the 
other representatives emphasized the importance of retaliation against the terrorist attacks 
being located in the LTNSC, stating: 
Yes, we stand with the United States in deciding upon any appropriate action to combat those who 
resort to terrorism, those who aid them and those who protect them. A global strategy is needed. The 
Security Council is the principal organ entrusted with international peace and security. It should 
work on this in a spirit of urgency (UNSC SPN. 4370). 
The resolution declared that the UNSC was: 
Determined to combat by all means threats to international peace and security caused by terrorist acts 
[and recognized] the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence in accordance with the 
Charter. Furthermore, the LJNSC 
Unequivocally condemns in the strongest terms the horrifying terrorist attacks which took place on 
II September 2001 ... and regards such acts, 
like any act of international terrorism, as a threat to 
international peace and security; 
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Calls on all States to work together urgently to bring to justice the perpetrators, organizers and 
sponsors of these terrorist attacks and stresses that those responsible for aiding, supporting or 
harbouring the perpetrators, organizers and sponsors of these acts will be held accountable; 
Expresses its readiness to take all necessary steps to respond to the terrorist attacks of II September 
2001, and to combat all forms of terrorism, in accordance with its responsibilities under the Charter 
of the United Nations (UNSC Resolution 1368). 
This LJNSC resolution is particularly important for two reasons. First, although not 
specifically endorsing a military response, it recognized the attacks as a threat to 
international peace and security, sanctioned the right of self-defence in response to the 
attacks and declared itself willing to take all necessary steps - tacitly mandating a US 
military response. Second, it held not only the terrorists responsible but also those who 
supported them. This is important given the high proportion of accountability justifications 
used by Bush. As stated earlier, Bush made no reference to international law with regard to 
the accountability justifications. While the Gulf War and Iraq War justifications made 
frequent references to international law on the basis of UNSC resolutions, Bush did not do 
so even though the accountability link was clearly justified under UNSC resolution 1368. 
UNSC resolution 1378, passed on 14 November 2001, condemned the Taliban for its 
support of bin-Laden and did not in any way criticize the US-led intervention. In the 
context of the terrorist support that it had provided the UNSC effectively declared Taliban 
rights of sovereignty as void, "supporting the efforts of the Afghan people to replace the 
Taliban regime" while at the same time "Reaffinning its strong commitment to the 
sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity and national unity of Afghanistan" -a clear 
act of intervention in terms of a threat to international peace and security again providing 
support for US military action (UNSC Resolution 1378). International order was to be 
imposed through the elimination of the Taliban. 
The Practice of Intervention 
The intervention in Afghanistan is a fascinating act of the use of force. The US 
intervention can be seen as an outstanding military achievement, commencing combat 
operations within one month of the 9/11 attacks in a land-locked country approximately 
7000 miles from the US. This judgement however ignores the Clausewitzean rule that war 
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is politics by other means, and as such the intervention was tactically brilliant but 
strategically limited (Conetta, 2002: 9-10). This section will focus qn three key issues. The 
first is a discussion of the course of the war, the second an investigation into the impact of 
the war on humanitarian norms and the third a comparison of the practice with the 
justifications for the intervention. 59 At the time of writing, US and allied troops were still 
fighting Taliban forces in Afghanistan, principally in the south of the country. In this sense 
the intervention and war can still be seen to be occur-ring on a smaller scale. However, this 
section looks at military practice only until January 2001, when a new interim government 
was installed in Afghanistan. 
The intervention in Afghanistan can only be adequately understood by reference to the 
reaction of the US public and Bush administration to 9/11. The intervention, given that it 
was a response to an attack on the US, could be expected to differ markedly from the 
previous interventions in the Gulf and Kosovo. In a Washington Post poll conducted in 
October 2001, public support for taking military action was 94%, and this, together with 
congress' approval to "use all necessary and appropriate force against those nations, 
organizations, or persons [President Bush] determines planned, authorized, committed, or 
aided" the 9/11 attacks gave Bush a "blank check" in determining a military response (US 
Congress, 2001/09/14; Chin, 2003: 63; Daalder and Lindsay, 2003a: 121). Bush therefore 
had significant political capital on which to draw when deciding on an appropriate response 
to 9/11. President Bush required a quick response and by 17 September, 6 days after the 
attacks, Bush authorised planning for an attack on Afghanistan, placing responsibility for 
the attacks not only on al-Qaeda but also their Taliban host (Daalder and Lindsay, 
2003a: 120-1; Woodward, 2002: 97). Bush and his principal advisors questioned at length 
whether the target of US aggression should be al-Qaeda, or states which they viewed as 
threatening, with Iraq forebodingly entering the discussion on several occasions. 60 Bush 
sought to concentrate on al-Qaeda, and it would seem that it was the CIA who first 
59 This paper does not discuss the legality of the intervention given the lack of justifications referenced to 
international law. 
60 The issue of Iraq was raised by Rumsfeld, Wolfbwitz and Cheney on several occasions. Bush refused to 
consider Iraq, as did Powell (See Woodward, 2002: chapter 6). 
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indicated that the Taliban would have to be included in the assault, but this was not the 
initial focus of the planning (Nyoodward, 2002: 52-3,98; Daalder and Lindsay, 2003a: 122). 
Bush's demands on the Taliban to hand over bin-Laden, and all terrorists on their territory, 
close all terrorist training camps and allow the US access for verification, was made public 
in a speech to Congress three days later (Bush, 2001/09/01). Conetta argues that many of 
the negative side-effects of the war in Afghanistan were not the result of a requirement to 
take action quickly against al-Qaeda, but rather the fact that the response included the 
removal of the Taliban from power as an immediate necessity (Conetta, 2002: 9). 6 1 The 
decision to remove a government, with no functional military planning in place is critical, 
but it is the quick response which is essential to an understanding of the practice of the 
intervention. The second key fact to understand is that prior to 9/11 the US military had no 
plans in existence on which to base an attack on al-Qaeda or Afghanistan - the intervention 
was therefore described by Conetta as "playing by ear" (Conetta, 2002: 3; Woodward, 
2002: 80; Franks, 2002; Wolfowitz, 2002). President Bush would not countenance a limited 
retaliatory missile strike, a 'Clinton option' - not wanting to "put a million dollar missile on 
a five-dollar tent" (Woodward, 2002: 63). Three plans were initially proposed, the first 
revolving around missile attacks, the second missile and bomber attacks, and the third 
aerial bombardment with Special Operations Forces (SOF) deployment - an option which 
would link the US military's operations with CIA efforts already underway (Woodward, 
2002: 79-80; Daalder and Lindsay, 2003a: 122). This third plan aligned with CIA proposals 
for a CIA, Afghani allies (principally the Northern Alliance) and US military triad to wage 
war (Andres, et al. 2005: 129; Woodward, 2002: 203,79-80; Daalder and Lindsay, 
2003a: 122). Bush favoured the third option (Woodward, 2002: 80,98). The promptness of 
the intervention meant that it started by virtue of a political decision but moved at the pace 
allowed by the logistical environment more than military requirements or domestic political 
demands. 62 
61 This thesis will not analyse the arguments for and against the intervention in terms of necessity, 
concentrating on the practice of intervention itself However, the fact that the intervention was carried out 
pickly and in terms of the aims to be achieved is vital to an understanding of the intervention's nature. 
6- Logistical problems were encountered principally in terms of securing basing rights in foreign states. 
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As in the case of the Gulf War and Kosovo, the question of the use of US troops on the 
ground became of central importance to the intervention. A substantial ground force was 
not deployed for the following reasons: first, the Bush administration and US military 
leadership did not want the US to be seen as an invading army (Franks, 2002; Wolfowitz, 
2002). 63 Second, despite significant US public support for the intervention, the same poll 
quoted above reported only 52% support if the war should become drawn out and the US 
begin to take casualties (Chin, 2003: 63). Third, some commentators have stated that 
President Bush seemed reluctant to ask the US people to suffer the difficulties of US 
casualties after the trauma of 9/11 (Daalder and Lindsay, 2003a: 124). Fourth, Bush wanted 
to respond quickly and any plan involving a substantial ground force would involve months 
of logistical preparation (Andres, et al, 2005/6: 13 1). It is likely that the first and last 
reasons were most important. In Afghanistan however, the practice seen in Kosovo was not 
repeated as the insertion of SOF meant that some ground troops were utilised - and to 
radical effect. 
The Afghan war can be seen to have gone through "three distinct phases" (Daalder and 
Lindsay, 2003a: 123). The first being attacks by US bombers, fighters and missiles against 
military and government infrastructure as well as terrorist sites, while at the same time CIA 
and SOF prepared to join anti-Taliban forces; the second saw a shift towards bombing 
Taliban positions through SOF targeting which led to the collapse of Taliban positions and 
the capture of Afghanistan's key cities; the third phase consisted of mopping up and large 
scale conflict with Taliban and al-Qaeda remnant forces (Daalder and Lindsay, 2003a: 123; 
Franks, 2002). This section deals with only the first two phases. 
The first phase of the war, attacks against Taliban infrastructure, numbered 25 per day, 
rising to 90 per day by the third week (Conetta, 2002: 17). The US required SOF teams on 
the ground in order to co-ordinate targeting of Taliban positions and implement phase two 
of the campaign, but with the delayed deployment of these teams little could be done as 
63 The heavy slant ofjustifications towards national interest and morality would suggest a willingness to send 
in US ground troops in order to seek revenge. The fact that Rumsfeld began drawing up plans for ground 
troops even before the Northern Alliance had been properly supported by the bombing campaign shows that 
this campaign was one in which US ground troops would probably have been used should the need have 
arisen. 
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reluctant anti-Taliban Afghani allies would not move against Taliban positions. 
Importantly, the failure to secure the logistical and support mqchanisms required for the 
SOF did not stop the bombing plans going ahead - bringing about Powell's worst nightmare 
of "bomb and hope" (Woodward, 2002: 175). Conetta argues that the war shifted from 
phase one to two as a result of a substantial change in strategy and re-alignment of strategic 
interests (Conetta, 2002: 30). However, what should be seen to occur in theatre was a 
failure to achieve tactical objectives, particularly in ter-ins of search and rescue teams, 
landing rights and deployment of SOF (Woodward, 2002). 64 What was also unexpected 
was the fact that in some areas, despite the bombing, Taliban forces actually increased by 
as much as 50%, in many cases as a result of recruitment of foreign fighters from 
neighbouring states sympathetic to the Taliban (Woodward, 2002: 254). Bush's order for a 
prompt response resulted in an aerial bombardment without the logistical means to continue 
his attack, albeit based on estimates of SOF which proved wholly unrealistic (Andres, 
2005/6: 133; Woodward, 2002: 153). This had serious repercussions for the potential for 
collateral damage, particularly given that the infrastructure in Afghanistan was sparse and 
pressure to find targets of military worth would likely result in increased collateral damage 
(Woodward, 2002: 174). 
Woodward quotes Tenet as saying on 9 October that the Northern Alliance would be 
'released' to attack Taliban positions on 11 or 12 October after bombing of Taliban 
positions in front of Northern Alliance forces - which would signal the shift from phase 
one to two (Woodward, 2002: 213-4). However, a week later, Taliban generals were still 
awaiting US bombing, with delays still caused by failure to place SOF into Afghanistan 
(Woodward, 2002: 243-7,249). It was only when a clear change in targeting occurred in 
the last week of October that a deliberate shift in tactics can be observed with 70% of air 
strikes targeting Taliban front-lines, increasing to 90% in the first week of November, the 
shift occurring in tandem with the eventual insertion of SOF whose target provision began 
on 21 October (Andres, et al, 2005/6: 134; Woodward, 2002: 273). 
64 Woodward's account illustrates the difficulties which the military and civilian leaders experienced in trying 
to fulfil the president's desire for a quick response to 9/11 (Woodward, 2002: 31-306). 
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Conetta argues that the campaign underwent several revisions in its first weeks given 
military failure and the interference of strategic interests, a shift whicksaw the co-operation 
with Afghani allies (Conetta, 2002: 10). He calls the first phase "bombing with out a 
fulcrum", and the second phase, "unleashing the dogs of war" (Conetta, 2002: 15-18). 
While some changes were made during the early stages of the campaign, these can be seen 
to result from factors associated with the nature of the campaign being fought - essentially 
problems related to the haste in which the intervention was carried out. According to 
Woodward, CIA teams were being ordered as early as 17 September to "find the al-Qaeda 
and kill them" (Woodward, 2002: 101,193). These teams were sent into Afghanistan to 
liaise with Northern Alliance forces, which indicates that the use of the Northern Alliance 
as allies was planned well before the supposed failure of the US bombing campaign in mid- 
October (Woodward, 2002: 145-6; Conetta, 2002: 30). A meeting between General Franks 
and the CIA on 3 October makes it clear that Franks anticipated the use of SOF and the 
Northern Alliance before bombing commenced (Woodward, 2002: 193,195). There was 
therefore anticipation of the SOF, Northern Alliance and bombing triad before bombing 
commenced. Franks claims that the US military undertook the multiple lines of the 
operation simultaneously (Franks, 2002). This is a simplification but is closer to the reality 
of the phases of war than Conetta's account. The US attack began with aerial 
bombardment, and when this did not produce the results that were expected in terms of 
enemy morale, there were no other options available to the US as the planned insertion of 
SOF forces had not occurred. The US required SOF teams on the ground in order to co- 
ordinate targeting of Taliban positions. Changes in the practice of intervention can thus be 
seen as a function of the tactical changes which occurred when SOF were located in 
sufficient numbers to provide targeting. As Andres et al state: 
SOF-directed precision airpower transformed the U. S. campaign by radically improving the ability 
of airpower to destroy the Taliban's fielded forces; ... [and] Taliban forces were quickly 
overwhelmed (Andres, 2005/6: 134). 
As a result of front-line bombing Northern Alliance forces made significant advances and 
on 6 December the Taliban government fled from their last stronghold of Kandahar, 
effectively ending Taliban rule (Biddle, 2002: 11; Andres, et al, 2005/6: 133-4). 
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Unlike the first two case studies, human rights and international law were minor 
justifications in the discourse uýed by the President for this war. and they cannot therefore 
be applied against the justifications in order to show correlation between justifications and 
practice. However, human rights, particularly as seen through a lens of civilian casualties 
or non-combatant immunity does provide a constructive means of comparing practice 
across all the cases in this thesis and this issue will therefore be examined before a wider 
comparison between justifications and practice is undertaken. In addition, the frequent 
assertions by President Bush that the war was not against the Afghan people provides a 
mandate for a critical analysis of the practice of intervention in terms of civilian casualties 
(Bush, 2001/10/6,2001/10/12,2001/10/19,2001/10/20a, 2001/10/20b). 
The practice of intervention in Afghanistan resulted, in relation to previous cases, in 
proportionally substantial civilian casualties. With the failure to insert SOF and pressure to 
show operational success, Bush acknowledged the increased pressure to strike military 
targets with higher collateral damage potential, but according to Woodward, ordered that 
focus be maintained on "militarily, demonstrably important targets" (Woodward, 
2002: 216). The concern for non-combatant immunity can be seen in the legal analysis of 
all target selections and discourse between the theatre General Franks, Rumsfeld and 
General Myers, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Wheeler, 2002: 211). Rules of 
engagement meant that some sorties returned with their payloads while others missed firing 
opportunities as a result of the complicated targeting procedure (Wheeler, 2002: 211). 
Leaflets warning Afghanis of impending attacks were also dropped (Woodward, 2002: 202). 
As Wheeler points out, the use of massively powerful munitions poses a great risk to 
civilians if they are in the vicinity of what might very well be a legitimate military target, a 
fact which led to many civilian deaths in Afghanistan given the high number of Taliban 
infrastructural targets which were in urban areas (Wheeler, 2002: 212; Conetta, 2002a: 4-5). 
Civilian deaths were justified on two grounds: first that they were an unintended 
consequence of bombing legitimate targets as per the rules of war, and second, that the US 
should not be blamed as responsibility for all deaths rested with those who had perpetrated 
9/11 - the "war is hell" justification (Wheeler, 2002: 205). Any discussion of human rights 
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abuses and collateral damage is difficult, with "the manipulation of casualty figures for 
propaganda purposes by both pro-war apologists and anti-war activists" (Traynor, 
2002/02/12). The two major studies by Herold and Conetta are critical of the other's 
methodology, as are others, and come to very different numbers of dead civilians (Conetta, 
2002a; Herold, 2002a, 2002b; Roberts, 2002: footnote 29). However, whether Conetta's 
estimated maximum civilian deaths of 1300 or Herold's 3600 is more corTect should not 
distract from the fact that substantial loss of civilian life was incurred. The aerial attacks in 
Afghanistan, utilising Conetta's lower number, despite the claims to being more accurate, 
killed at least four times an many people per bomb than in the Kosovo campaign (Traynor, 
2002/02/12; Conetta, 2002a: 2). Where the Herold evaluation differs most markedly from 
Conetta is not, however, in the number of dead, but the reasons for this being the case. 
Conetta discusses the nature of the air war in Afghanistan, the emphasis on GPS rather than 
laser guided weapons, the type of aircraft and "dumb" bombs used, demographics, the 
campaign objectives and targeting and intelligence failures (Conetta, 2002a: 1-6; Wheeler, 
2002: 212). 65 Herold's argument however, is that the high civilian casualty rate is explained 
by the fact that a "very low value [is] put upon Afghan civilian lives by US military 
planners and the political elite" (Herold, 2002a: 2; 2002b: 632). Those killed by "accident" 
or unintentionally, even if their deaths could be anticipated, are by definition good, and as 
such this lack of deliberate killing is referred to as collateral damage as opposed to the 
opposition's murder of civilians (Herold, 2002b: 632). The overwhelming focus on egoist 
morality certainly echoes Herold's construction of the 'good guys versus the bad', and it is 
likely that these justifications naturally fed into a sense of supreme emergency. 66 This is 
not to state that US planners did not take care with regard to collateral damage and that the 
practical aspects as outlined by Conetta were not important, for they surely did play a 
significant part in the high number of civilian casualties, but rather that the sense of 
supreme emergency or egoist morality would encourage action that would perhaps not 
otherwise be taken, particularly given the lessons learned from the Gulf War and Kosovo. 
Certainly the strikes against dual-use facilities, prohibited by Bush before the war began, as 
well as strikes against mosques and civilian vehicle convoys vary in explanation from 
65 The fact that the US relied on local intelligence resulted in civilian deaths as local factions used US air- 
power against their rivals - claiming al-Qaeda presence where there was none (Conetta, 2002a: 5). 66 See Wheeler for a discussion of Walzer's supreme emergency (Wheeler, 2002). 
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deliberate strike, to accidents to a calculated risk of civilian deaths. It is this calculation of 
risk which is perhaps most revealing of the interaction ofjustifications, practice and civilian 
casualties given the correlation between the shift in justifications and heightened civilian 
casualties. Non-combatant immunity "served as a constant legitimising argument for US 
military strategy [and] ... there is evidence that this norm constrained targeting policy" but 
civilians were also placed at great risk - at some point civilian risk is overtaken by military 
necessity and the point of contention is where this dividing line rests (Wheeler, 2002: 206). 
Interestingly, that the US strategy did place some emphasis on civilian safety indicates the 
strength of the norms of non-combatant immunity and human rights. For example, 
Rumsfeld insisted: "I can't imagine there's been a conflict in history where there has been 
less collateral damage, less unintended consequences" (Kahl, 2006). As Wheeler points 
out, the constant reference to non-combatant immunity illustrates the extent to which 
military operations have to be justified (Wheeler, 2002: 2 10). Such references to human 
rights should not be too readily discarded as Woodward's account for one indicates a clear 
commitment to humanitarian provision which was provided in substantial qualities 
throughout the campaign. It is one thing to judge the increased suffering of displaced 
persons over the period of a few months in a theatre of war, it is another to look at the 
longer term humanitarian plight of the Afghani people, one major illustration of which was 
the return of two million refugees in 2002, in what Roberts notes was little noticed by 
Western media (Roberts, 2006a). As Thomas argues, the strengthening of the norm of non- 
combatant immunity has risen to such an extent that war is expected to be fought in such a 
way that civilians are relatively unharmed (Thomas, 2001: 160). 
However, with Operation Enduring Freedom being an act of punishment and retribution, 
stability and humanitarian goals would always be subordinate and civilians were therefore 
likely to suffer abuse (Conetta, 2002: 7). As Wheeler states, 
President Bush and his senior advisers were in no doubt that they were fighting a just cause, but 
questions were raised about whether the war was being conducted with just means: put bluntly, why 
should innocent Afghans die forjustice (Wheeler, 2002: 205)? 
164 
In addition, "Rumsfeld, Myers and Franks have interpreted what is militarilyjustified in the 
context of Bush's declaration that the war against terrorism is a supreme emergency that 
pits civilization against evil", which led to questionable targeting decisions in which the 
expected deaths of civilians are weighed against the targets' value and are found wanting, a 
scale of judgement that is upheld by the justifications for the war (Wheeler, 2002: 218). 
Therefore the justifications made by President Bush can be seen to influence and be 
reflected in the practice of the war. Bush countered such accusations, attempting to show 
the universality of his moralistic foreign policy, stating: 
There is a human condition that we must worry about in times of war. There is a value system that 
cannot be compromised - God-given values. These aren't United States-created values. There are 
values of freedom and the human condition ... What's very 
important as we articulate foreign policy 
through our diplomacy and military action, is that it never looks like we are creating - we are the 
author of these values (Woodward, 2002: 13 1). 
However, while Bush may deem the egoist morality justifications as universal, it is the 
position of the US as the encapsulation and defender of these values which makes foreign 
civilian deaths more tolerable. 
The alignment of the justifications with the practice of intervention is problematic. 
Certainly the major justifications, centring on justice and accountability were fulfilled in 
the intervention. There were insufficient references to international law and human rights 
to enable the intervention to be judged against these parameters. That the strength of 
normative values ofjus in bello forced the US to appeal consistently to the 'humaneness' of 
its intervention has been discussed, but it is the nature of the majority of discussion 
regarding freedom and justice which is more interesting, although complex. For whom was 
justice being fought? Whose freedom was being protected? These questions are best 
answered through the analysis of civilian casualties, already undertaken above but 
considered in more detail below. 
Conclusion 
As has been discussed in the previous chapters, current US military doctrine endorses the 
application of overwhelming force to secure decisive victory with a minimum loss of 
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American life (Roberts, 2002: 11). What characterises the US response in Afghanistan is 
the application of the national poWer of the US in both overwhelming and limited ways, a 
consequence of seeking rapid retaliation after 9/11, the application of military doctrine as 
far as was possible, the need for new tactics given the nature of the enemy being fought, 
and the fact that ground troops were not favoured for historical, political and logistical 
reasons (Franks, 2002; Conetta, 2002). 
The justifications for the Afghanistan campaign reveal a shift away from world society. 
The shift is remarkable for the terms of reference that were employed. The justifications 
were framed in moral language, however, rather than the moral language of human rights, it 
was the identification of supposed universal moral and ethical values with the US - in 
essence tying universal justifications to a national morality and interest. As Saikal argues, 
Bush "proclaimed the USA and its allies the repository of morality, freedom, justice, 
democracy and civilization" (Saikal, 2003: 10). The US had claimed the mantle of human 
rights guardian in the Kosovo campaign, but the Afghanistan intervention represented a 
deeper identification with the moral and ethical views being espoused with the US. In the 
Afghanistan intervention traditional national interest was taken for granted - this 
intervention centred on justice and accountability, stated to be on behalf of all 'freedom- 
loving people' - but essentially on behalf of the US and the view of international society 
that it espoused. 
National security implications and a thirst for justice did not require a human rights 
dimension in order to attract domestic support, and human rights were largely irrelevant to 
the motivation of ensuring US justice. That said, the substantial use of a discourse 
representing the US as 'good' would be expected to place pressure on the US to maintain a 
practice of intervention which aligned with this moral position. The justificatory discourse 
established the intervention as the first phase of a supreme emergency -a state of conflict 
in which military necessity would be likely to trump humanitarian concerns. The 
motivation for Bush to achieve justice for the US and the impact that this would have on 
innocents in any targeted country is also revealed in his statement that "we're not into 
nation-building; we're focused on justice. And we're going to get justice" (Bush, 
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2001/09/25). 67 The future for Afghanis as a result of decades of war as well as an 
impending intervention was clearly not central to Bush's motivation. This fact is visible in 
the high civilian casualty rate - far higher than any other post-Cold War intervention, and 
this in a bombing campaign which was supposedly the most accurate in history. 
There is, as Wheeler points out, a return in Afghanistan to the "hard moral question of how 
political and military leaders should weigh the lives of their soldiers against those of 
innocents" (Wheeler, 2002: 217). While the loss of Afghanistan civilians' lives is 
deplorable, the fact that the US government took care to state publicly its care to prevent 
civilian deaths and their provision of substantial humanitarian aid points to an extremely 
strong norm of human rights andjus in hello as the justifications for the war would point to 
a far higher tolerance of foreign deaths. Rumsfeld's assertions of the "war is hell", an 
assertion with no basis in international law, but which certainly does reflect Bush's 
justifications, would lead one to expect far more tolerance of civilian casualties (Roberts, 
2002: 10; Wheeler, 2002: 205). However, if by 5 December, only two Americans had been 
killed by hostile fire while at least 1000 civilians had died, non-combatant immunity and 
proportionality would still appear to be heavily problematic in this case (Traynor, 
2002/02/12). 
The intervention in Afghanistan is not easily reconcilable with the traditional tri-pillar 
English School premise of international society. Claims to freedom, justice, democracy 
promotion and accountability could be construed to indicate a shift towards world society, 
but on closer inspection the opposite would appear to be the case. The justifications too 
often reflect a self-claimed right of 'goodness' or repository of justice and freedom, a 
unilateral position which claimed to speak for all who held to these 'good' values. The 
failure to reference international law and particularly human rights indicates a unilateralism. 
and shift away from world society. The first post-9/11 case of military intervention can 
therefore be seen to place tremendous pressure on the contested post-Cold War shift to 
world society. 
67 Gaddis notes that "The last thing the Bush administration had intended to do in occupying Afghanistan was 
to reform it, but that is what it wound up doing" (Gaddis, 2005: 17 1). 
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What then of the hypotheses? This case indicates an interesting balance between 
hypotheses one and two, with each being partially relevant but unable to satisfy the findings 
of the research. The US was given the opportunity to seat its legitimacy in international 
law given the support it received in both the UN and NATO and as such the intervention 
could be situated in international society, with pluralism and solidarism in balance. 
References to human rights were however few and it is the egoist morality justifications 
which are particularly important. Legitimacy was seated in a broad US exceptionalism - 
the nature of the US being freedom and peace. In this sense hypothesis one becomes 
elevated but does not reveal the full extent of US action as it is pluralist and cannot take 
account (along with hypothesis two) of the elements of the international system that are 
found in this case. The hypotheses, being referent to international society, are inadequate 
in interpreting or applying the research findings of this case. 
Power was very much at play in this intervention. The US sought justice, to hold the 
Taliban and al-Qaeda accountable for their actions. While legitimated by law, the 
justifications and lack of wide multilateralism reveal that this was a war the US would 
fight, that the Taliban would be struck regardless of international opinion. This is a 
difficult case to discern clearly because of the paradox of international support but little 
reference by Bush to this legal legitimacy. Legitimacy was taken for granted, and while 
clearly self-defence is within international law, it is the elevation of egoist justifications, 
norms not referenced to international law or society that indicate that this was a use of 
power which elevated a particular understanding of morality, or rather a moral legitimacy 
seated in the US and not the UN or universalism. It would take the international opposition 
of the Iraq War to reveal more clearly the tension between power, morality and law post- 
9/11. 
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Chapter 6. The Iraq War 
This chapter examines the justifications for and practice of intervention by the United 
States in Iraq in 2003. It begins with an examination of the National Security Strategy of 
2002 and then shifts to President Bush's justifications for the war, following which the 
practice of war will be discussed. The chapter will conclude with an application of the case 
study findings to the English School's three pillars. 68 
War began on 19 March 2003 with Saddam refusing to comply with an ultimatum to leave 
Iraq. Unlike all previous interventions, this war was not in response to any specific act of 
aggression but was the second battle in the War on Terror. There is insufficient space to 
examine the competing views on why the US went to war and as such the chapter does not 
include a historical background examination except to highlight the legacy of the Gulf War 
discussed in Chapter 3, the military action in the no-fly zones and the shift in US foreign 
policy after 9/11. It is the justifications that are most important anq what these indicate in 
terms of legitimacy and reasoning for war. 
In September 2002, the Bush administration released the 2002 National Security Strategy 
(NSS) laying out a radical security policy through which the war in Iraq can be better 
understood (NSS 2002). While there is much of interest in this document, four areas speak 
to sections of this chapter. First, is the use of the word "freedom", which appears 46 times 
in the 34 page document, compared with II uses of "liberty" and four of "justice". 
George Marshall, author of the Marshall plan, assured with regard to VvIWll: 
We are determined that before the sun sets on this terrible struggle, our flag will be recognized 
throughout the world as a symbol of freedom on the one hand and of overwhelming force on the 
other (Hyde, 2007). 
68 There are a number of key areas of research into which this chapter cannot enter into but is able to make a 
contribution. These include the legality of the war, the impact of pre-emption on US foreign policy and 
international relations and the post-war situation in Iraq. These areas will be discussed below only in so far as 
they relate to the justifications for, and practices of, the war. 
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"Freedom is not just absence of conflict or absence of foreign control, but the presence of 
well-being" and it infuses the mindset of President Bush (Hyde, 2007). The opening words 
of the NSS indicate this clearly. 
The great struggles of the twentieth century between liberty and totalitarianism ended with a decisive 
victory for the forces of freedom-and a single sustainable model for national success: freedom, 
democracy, and free enterprise. These values of freedom are right and true for every person, in 
every society-and the duty of protecting these values against their enemies is the common calling 
of freedom-loving people across the globe and across the ages (NSS 2002: iv). 
Bush goes on to say. 
We seek instead to create a balance of power that favors human freedom: conditions in which all 
nations and all societies can choose for themselves the rewards and challenges of political and 
economic liberty (NSS 2002: iv). 
Of course a balance that favours one thing is no longer a balance; this is not freedom 
without conditions, but freedom on the presumption that the American political and 
economic model is desired by all. More will be said on this below. 
Second, is the explicit intent to'act pre-emptively, declaring that "America will act 
against such emerging threats before they are fully formed" and "To forestall or prevent 
such hostile acts by our adversaries, the United States will, if necessary, act pre-emptively" 
(NSS 2002: v, 15). This was effectively a bold declaration that the US would wage war in 
self-defence where it saw its national security threatened. Again, the justifications for the 
war in Iraq rotate heavily around this conception of the use of force. 
Third, the NSS emphasised the dangers posed by WMD and terrorism, a threat which 
required the doctrine of pre-emption and which heavily influenced the justifications for war 
(NSS 2002: 13-16). 
Fourth, the US declared its intent to maintain its superpower status. The US "would 
dissuade future military competition" and 
maintain the forces sufficient to support our obligations, and to defend freedom. Our forces will be 
strong enough to dissuade potential adversaries from pursuing a military build-up in hopes of 
surpassing, or equalling, the power of the United States (NSS 2002: 29-30). 
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While the document insists on loyalty to multilateral institutions, such institutions would be 
_augmented 
by "coalitions of the willing" (NSS 2002: vi). The US clearly sought to 
maintain its hegemony which would enable it to impose its vision of international society 
(see Dunne, 2003). These four areas foretell the justifications for war. The chapter now 
turns to an examination of President Bush's justifications for war. 
President Bush's Justifications for the Intervention 
Of all the case studies the Iraq War was the most problematic to categorise. Justifications 
of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) were expected to require an additional category to 
the Afghanistan case study, but the variation in justifications was surprising. While the Iraq 
War follows more closely the pattern of the Afghanistan case than the pre-9/1 I cases it still 
proved problematic given a significant change in the discourse. This is not to say that the 
overall categorisation. changed dramatically, but what was required was a diverse set of 
parameters which could then be condensed as closely as possible to the categories of the 
previous chapters in order to make comparisons across cases possible. While contestable, it 
was possible to group consistently the codification of these justifications in relatively easy 
to discern patterns and groups. This chapter, however, introduced a level of interpretation 
which was not present in any of the preceding three chapters. The result is that the 
categories which are used need to be justified more explicitly than in the previous case 
studies. Classification was initially broken into the major categories as per the previous 
chapter, but for the purpose of incorporating the diversity ofjustifications these increased to 
nine, while a further four categories of discourse recorded for discussion purpose are not 
reflected in the tables. 69 This spread of categories allowed for a more effective evaluation 
of the discourse of President Bush, which could then be refined once all the statements had 
been collated. The vast majority of these references were taken from the "American 
Presidency Project" which provides a comprehensive search engine for statements made by 
President Bush (Woolley and Peters). All public documents, including speeches, 
69 The four categories not included below were not justifications for intervention, but were important for the 
emphasis that they placed on key justifications and were categorised according to the following categories: 
Saddam. Hussein as evil; US threat to act; UN failure to act; 'international law' excluding UNSC. For 
example, references to the failure of the UN to act against Iraq are important when evaluating the 
justifications relating to international peace and security. 
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interviews and question and answer sessions in which Bush used any of the words 
"Saddam", "Iraq" or "Iraqi" were read, and all justificatory or legitimising statements were 
recorded. 211 documents were included in the final database of statements made by 
President Bush. Over 1300 statements from within these documents were codified. The 
justifications are reflected in tables 6.1 to 6.6 below. 
While President Bush began confronting Iraq in public papers during the course of 2001, 
the tables reflect all statements from September 2002 to the beginning of May 2003. It was 
in May that President Bush's discourse increased dramatically and again when speaking to 
the UN General Assembly on 12 September 2002 - speeches which can be seen to begin the 
public march to war (Donnelly, 2003a). For his State of the Union address, Bush had 
requested an ambitious speech from his speech writer, wanting a "reorientation of 
American foreign and defense policy" - the 'axis of evil' was the result (Woodward, 
2004: 85). Freedman, assuming that "legitimacy matters in foreign policyrnaking in 
Western countries", argues that for any Western state wishing to legitimate the use of force, 
the pursuit of liberal values must be an essential part of the force being applied (Freedman, 
2005: 94). As will be shown below, the majority of the justifications did align with liberal 
values, but it is the underpinning or foundation of these liberal values which is problematic. 
The decision on where to end the study of the justifications is also subjective and in this 
case is I May 2003, when Bush declared an end to major hostility. This thesis is concerned 
with the justifications for and legitimation of intervention and not those made post- 
intervention. Justifications or legitimation made after the war, while interesting for 
comparative purposes do not necessarily reflect the discourse used before the war as they 
can shift in response to changing circumstances, both in theatre and internationally. 
Figure 6.1 shows the nine categories, four of which are new or revised in this chapter. The 
column "freedom / democratic peace" relates to those justifications by President Bush 
which relate to the US-led intervention being fought for freedom. While democratic peace 
was a key justification for the Afghanistan intervention, it only amounted for approximately 
3% of the justifications in this column. "Freedom" was used not in specific terms as in a 
reference to the Iraqi people, but generally as "freedom". "Peace" was likewise used 
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generally - that the US would and indeed did intervene for "peace". As a result of the 
manner in which the terms freedom and peace were used, these cqlumns areponsolidated in 
figure 6.4 with egoist morality as they align closely to this classification. Freedom, for 
example, is not referenced to the UNSC, international law or human rights, but rather 
freedom from the US' perspective, with the US as its bearer. The column "WMD/Disarm" 
records all justifications which related to Iraq's WMD. The final column "Terrorism" 
relates to all justifications for the intervention which linked Iraq to terrorist organisations, at 
times specifically the perpetrators of 9/11, but more often terrorists in general. These 
justifications were particularly linked to the WMD justifications as can be seen from the 
following statement: 
Iraq could decide on any given day to provide a biological or chemical weapon to a terrorist group or 
individual terrorists. Alliance with terrorists could allow the Iraqi regime to attack America without 
leaving any fingerprints (Bush, 2002/10/07). 
The justifications relating to terrorism, 9% of all justifications, clearly show that the Iraq 
War cannot be seen in isolation from the "War on Terror". As President Bush stated: 
Countering Iraq's threat is also a central commitment on the war on terror... We must confront both 
terror cells and terror states, because they are different faces of the same evil (Bush, 2002/10/02). 
As Wheeler argues "Washington's nightmare scenario is that group like al-Qaeda will 
acquire [WMD] ... and the Bush doctrine is the administration's response to this 
danger" 
(Wheeler, 2003: 185). From figure 6.1 it can be seen that the justifications relating to WMD 
are the most utilised overall with 23%, but interestingly only 1% more than national 
security justifications (albeit that these two are obviously intricately linked). These 
justifications relate to the US' claim that Iraq's possession of WMD posed a significant 
security threat. While these justifications are clearly important in themselves, it is the other 
justifications which are more interesting. WMD are seen as a threat, but what is used to 
legitimate their removal? Why is a nuclear-armed Iraq, in particular, a threat? These are 
the interesting questions to which the other columns speak. 
Embedded within the justifications relating to national interest are those of pre-emption. 
Bush referred to the fact that the US was no longer protected by it geographic position, that 
"her oceans" no longer provided security over thirty times in his speeches. The US, he 
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claimed, had to act aggressively and with resolve, pre-empting opportunities for terrorists 
or "terror states" to strike the US: 
After September I Ith, 2001, we learned a harsh lesson here in America that reality has changed... 
America must understand it has changed. No longer can we assume oceans will protect us - as a 
matter of fact, quite the contrary. We must assume that the enemy is coming, and we've got to do 
everything we can to protect the homeland (Bush, 2002/10/24) 
September the 11th, 2001, completely changed the strategic calculations of this country (Bush, 
2002/12/03a). 
The 2002 National Security Strategy explicitly outlined the need to confront "rogue states" 
in whose hands weapons of mass destruction would constitute a significant threat to the US. 
The "very nature of these regimes pose[d] a fundamental threat to both America's values 
and its security" which required a new doctrine of pre-emption to prevent terrorism and 
WMD-armed rogue states aligning against the US the Bush doctrine being a "revolutionary 
response to revolutionary times" (Wheeler, 2003: 187-191,201). As Bush stated in an 
interview, 9/11 
changed my thinking a lot about my responsibility as president. Because September the II th made 
the security of the American people the priority ... a sacred 
duty for the president (Woodward, 
2004: 27). 
Morris argues that the focus on regime change was framed in reference to "self-defence 
because, even in a radically redefined form, such an explanation is, by virtue of its 
interstate basis, less threatening to a society of sovereign states" (Morris, 2005: 28 1). While 
Morris is correct in his assessment of the resonance and appeal of self-defence, this was not 
self-defence rooted in international law but in a hegemonic, exceptionalist US which is 
discussed further below. 
Freedman argues that the justifications for the war can be grouped into three types of 
argument, being national security, international security and human security (Freedman 
2005). The US' post-9/11 interventions have been declared as "wars of necessity as much 
as choice, with a primary purpose of national security although clear benefits for 
international and human security"(Freedman, 2005: 106). The findings of this thesis 
broadly reflect this as represented in figure 6.2; however, Freedman's analysis is not 
sufficiently nuanced to reveal the weight or importance of each of these. It is too simplistic 
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simply to link international security and international institutions together in the discourse 
of President Bush. Bush's desire to show support for the UN can be seen in the following 
statement: 
In confronting Iraq, the United States is also showing our commitment to effective international 
institutions. We are a permanent member of the United Nations Security Council. We helped to 
create the Security Council. We believe in the Security Council so much that we want its words to 
have meaning (Bush, 2002/02/26). 
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The justifications for war in Iraq are displayed below in figure 6.2. 
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Furthermore, international law and norms can also be seen to be supported in the wider 
discourse in which Bush emphasised Iraq's failure to adhere to agreements to disarm, used 
47 times. However, these statements were most often made in conjunction with threats by 
the US to act without a UN mandate if necessary, as is shown below. 
As can be seen from Figure 6.1, justifications relating to international law, norms and 
security only accounted for 3% of total justifications, or 42 statements. However, the vast 
majority of references to the UN were not in defence of, but rather were threatening of the 
UN. Bush set America in opposition to the UN as can be seen in the following statements: 
For the sake of' keeping the peace. we want you to be effective ... You can show the world whether 
you've got the backbone necessary to enforce your edicts or whether you're going to turn out to be 
just like the League of Nations (Bush. 2002/11/03). 
The United Nations Security Council has not lived up to its responsibilities, so we will rise to ours 
(Bush, 2003/03/17). 
The US assumed the mantle of upholding international peace and freedom. This tension 
between the US and the UN can be seen in the fact that America is, in Bush's discourse, 
taking on the mantle of world protector. 
For the sake of our freedoms, for the sake of doing our duty to address serious threats in a serious 
way, and for the sake of world peace--and I mean that--for the sake of world peace, ifthe United 
Nations will not act. and if Saddam Hussein will not disarm. the United States will lead a coalition of 
nations to disarm him (Bush. 2002/11/04. 
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Indeed, Bush can be seen to argue that the US not only takes on the mantle of the UN, but a 
wider, higher calling: 
All of you--all in this generation of our military have taken up the highest calling of history. You're 
defending your country and protecting the innocent from harm. And wherever you go, you carry a 
message of hope, a message that is ancient and ever new. In the words of the prophet Isaiah, "To the 
captives, 'come out, 'and to those in darkness, 'be free. "' (Bush, 2003/05/01). 
Not included in the tables above are 60 references by Bush to the failure of the UN as well 
as 98 statements indicating that should the UN fail to act, the US would. While statements 
relating to the UN can be interpreted as a concern for the UN and international security, the 
overall weight of justifications indicate more that an ultimatuni was being set, with the US 
being prepared to take up the mantle of the UN. The US sought the legitimacy of the UN, 
but was willing to act without it and indeed attempted to re-locate legitimacy in itself rather 
than in the UN -a legitimacy based on the freedom, peace and democracy that the US 
would bring, hence the importance of egoist justifications above international law and 
human rights: 
Our message from America is this: If the United Nations does not have the will or the courage to 
disarm Saddarn Hussein, the United States will lead a coalition and disarm Saddam Hussein (Bush, 
2002/10/28). 
The justifications present a distortion or realignment of international law and norms. Some 
justifications indicated America's right to fulfil previous legal requirements placed on Iraq 
by the UNSC, others to be supportive of the UN, but the majority of statements relating to 
the UN and international law relate not to upholding the UN, but threatening it with an 
ultimatum, to act in favour of US' interests or the US would act independently. The 
statements above clearly support Freedman's assertions over the concern for international 
security, but the findings of this thesis suggest that it is misleading to link Bush's use of 
"peace" and "freedom" with international security and the UN, but rather with a US centred 
view of security. The national security of the US became equated with international 
security and it was the US that would ensure this security, and not the UN. 
Bush did not resort to the clear justificatory discourse of international law or norms as his 
father did in the Gulf War. In all Bush's statements, the words "international peace and 
security", the stable reference term of his father in the Gulf War, was used only once, in the 
following written passage: 
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further diplomatic and other peaceful means alone will neither adequately protect the national 
security of the United States against the continuing threat posed by Iraq, nor lead to enforcement of 
all relevant United Nations Security Council resolutions regarding Iraq ... only the use of armed force 
will accomplish these objectives and restore international peace and security in the area (BLish, 
2003/03/21). 
There were references by Bush to "peace and security" or "security and peace" on a 
handful of occasions, which could have been referenced to IPS, but given the failure to 
utilise the normatively powerful "international peace and security" as well as the on the 
basis of the wider justifications, these four instances were not catalogued as international 
law (Bush, 2003/02/03). The following statement by Bush towards the end of 'formal war' 
reveals this tension: 
the United Nations looked like it was not willing to join in the cause of freedom. And it was 
frustrating to Americans that it looked like the United Nations might hold up U. S. foreign policy that 
was being conducted in the name of peace and security (Bush, 2003/04/24). 
Bush thereby appropriated the language of the UN Secretary General but located the 
legitimacy of defending peace and security in the US (UNSC S/PV. 4644). 
There is little doubt that Bush's rhetoric argued that the US would hold Saddam to the 
terms of peace accepted at the end of the Gulf War and from previous UNSC resolutions. 
This can be seen in the following statement: 
Are Security Council resolutions to be honored and enforced, or cast aside without consequence? 
Will the United Nations serve the purposes of its founding, or will it be irrelevant? The issue is 
straightforward: We must choose between a world of fear, or a world of progress. We must stand up 
for our security and for the demands of human dignity. By heritage and choice, the United States will 
make that stand (Bush, 2002/09/14). 
Following the passing of UNSC resolution 1441 ordering Iraq to disarm, Bush's statements 
were expected to make more reference to international law or IPS. However the US in 
opposition to the UN, continued in its establishment of a hierarchy in international 
relations: 
The members of the Security Council had a chance, and they accepted the challenge to make sure 
that this United Nations became an effective body when it comes to keeping the peace, not an empty 
debating society. And if he does not disarm, the United States of America will lead a coalition and 
disarm him in the name of peace (Bush, 2002/12/03b). 
Can America be seen to be upholding international peace and security or does America 
rather stand above the UN, demanding action? The weight of justifications would indicate 
the latter interpretation (see Wheeler, 2003; Dunne, 2003). 
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Ultimately Bush's most frequent references were those as categorised in figure 6.4, relating 
to egoist morality, peace and freedom. Egoist morality is clearly implicit in the 
justifications for peace and freedom as can be seen, for example, in the following 
statement: 
You see, we seek more than the defeat of terror; we seek an advance of freedom and a world at 
peace. That is the charge that history has given us, and that is a charge we will keep (Bush, 
2003/02/13). 
But this great, mighty Nation, this kind, generous, compassionate Nation will lead the world to 
peace, so that not only our children but children in the far reaches of our globe can grow up in a 
peaceful society (Bush, 2003/01/22). 
And we go forward with confidence, because this call of history has come to the right country (Bush, 
2003/01/28) 
Bush made several justificatory statements which summed up the overall motivation for 
using force against Iraq. For example, he stated "American security, the safety of our 
friends, and the values of our country lead us to confront this gathering threat" (Bush, 
2002/10/05). Note that there is no reference to the international institutions, international 
security (other than as applied to the US and her allies) or human rights. 
Codification of justifications relating to "peace" was complex. These statements could be 
codified either with regard to international law and norms, given that they could be 
interpreted as calls for International Peace and Security or in terms of egoist morality. 
They have been codified separately in order to reveal the extent to which they were used, 
but should for the purpose of this chapter be seen to align with justifications of egoist 
morality. They are codified in this way for two reasons. First, international peace and 
security was specifically used in the previous cases of the Gulf War and Kosovo campaign. 
Bush's statements were not, however, explicitly in defence of International Peace and 
Security but were narrowly defined as "peace". Second, the majority of justifications for 
peace followed Bush's warnings to the UN to act or face accusations of incompetence and 
inadequacy. The justification of acting for the sake of peace can therefore be seen as an 
appropriation of the UNSC function by the US - that if the UN would not defend 
international peace and security, then the US would bring peace and security. The 
justifications placed the US in opposition to the UN and therefore these justifications 
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cannot be seen to uphold norms of international peace and security or international 
law/norms, but rather a new form of norms resting on US power and morality. 
Figure 6.3 displays the justifications categorised over the ten months per category. 
Figure 6.3.: Justifications for Intervention - Iraq 
Total m international Law Norms 
IPS 
0 Human Rights 
Saddam Hussein Human 
Rights Abuses 
National Interest / Security 
Pre-emption 
EM 
* Freedom / Democratic 
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* Peace / Civilization 
WMD / Disarm 
0 Terrorism 
When consolidated other egoist morality justifications, and compared against the categories 
used in the previous cases it can be seen from figure 6.4, that the egoist morality, peace and 
freedom references account for over half of the justifications. Even in figure 6.1, when 
taken together they occur more often than justifications relating to WMD - 33% to 22%. 
Significantly, together with national interest and security, in the extended cataloguing, these 
two categories account for 55% of all justifications and in the consolidated cataloguing, for 
82%, an overwhelming majority of justifications which reflects the pattern of justifications 
in the Afghanistan intervention. Certainly the references to peace and freedom are less 
problematic than those made to "good and evil" in the Afghanistan case, but they should 
still be seen to centre on the US, rather than the UN and are therefore included in the broad 
egoist morality category. 
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The consolidated justifications are represented in graphic form in figures 6.5 and 6.6 below, 
the former displaying justifications per month and the latter total justifications per category 
over the ten months of discourse. 
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Egoist morality can be seen in this statement, made several days into the war: 
These are sacrifices in a high calling, the defense of our Nation and the peace of' the world. 
Overcoming evil is the noblest cause and the hardest work. And the liberation of millions is the 
fulfillment (sic) of America's founding promise. The obýjectives we've set in this war are worthy of' 
America, worthy of all the acts of heroism and generosity that have come before (Bush, 2003/04/03). 
America is at the core of this struggle for peace and freedom, not the international 
community. The special position of the US as protector is clearly visible. In January 2003 
he stated: 
once again, this nation and all our friends are all that stand between a world at peace, and a 
world of chaos and constant alarm ... we are called to 
defend the safety ofour people. and the hopes 
of all mankind (Bush. 2003/01/28). 
The egoist morality categories cannot be viewed independently from US interests. 
American global power is seen by Bush to be necessary to defend against the world's new 
threats. As early as 1999, Bush articulated the need for a "a distinctly American 
internationalism", reflected in the NSS as 
the union of our values and our national interests. The aim of this strategy is to help make the world 
not. just safer but better. In other words. the Bush administration's drive to extend the Pax Americana 
can be found in a nexus of moral and strategic imperatives (Donnelly, 2003a). 
These imperatives are clearly reflected in the justifications for war. As Wheeler argues, the 
Bush doctrine is a continuation of Wilsonianism - although it is no longer a call to protect 
liberal democracy, but to extend it - only when the world is made safe for democracy will 
America be safe in the world (Wheeler, 2003: 207). 
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Humanitarian or human rights justifications were also not clearly delineated. Here two 
possible codifications were possible, the result of the manner in which references to human 
rights abuses were used by President Bush. Humanitarian concerns were raised by the 
president, however, the majority of references to human rights abuses are not made to 
justify intervention per se, but rather are made in order to demonise Saddarn Hussein, 
emphasising the national security threat that he posed. Bush's references to Saddam, 
Hussein reveal this clear linkage: 
There's a reason why the world asked Saddam Hussein to disarm - for 12 years .... And the reason 
why is because he's dangerous. He's used them. He tortures his own people. He's gassed his own 
people. He's attacked people in the ncighbourhood (Bush, 2003/01/29). 
Such statements by the president, while creating a legitimacy for action through this 
demonising of Saddam, do not explicitly refer to human rights, but rather the fact that if 
Saddam could use WMD against his own people, he is likely to use them against his 
enemies - in other words it is a discourse utilising fear for the American people, rather than 
a discourse of concern for the Iraqi people. The justifications are not so much about human 
rights per se, as about using human rights abuses to point to a wider issue. Figure 6.1 
shows that these demonising references to human rights were used more than direct 
references to human rights. As with the Afghanistan campaign the references to human 
rights were marginal, accounting for less than 7% of all justifications. 
Wheeler and Morris provide the best English School examination of humanitarian claims 
by Bush, and argue that the critique of the humanitarian justifications tends towards one of 
two positions, to see either such justifications as an abuse of human rights or as a justified 
intervention to remove a tyrant (Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 444). Humanitarian motivated 
interventions are highly selective and often infused with considerations of national interest 
to the point that they are viewed as hypocritical, "a rhetorical instrument that rationalises 
the projection of force by the powerful" - accusations of this sort are certainly heard about 
the intervention in Iraq, but as the low level of justifications attest, universal human rights 
were not heavily utilised in seeking legitimacy (Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 449). Wheeler 
and Morris argue that for Bush, the humanitarian justifications were in fact legitimate 
expressions of Bush's beliefs - the problem was that his "conception of humanitarianism 
was coterminous with liberal values", an opinion clearly borne out by figures 6.1 and 6.4 
184 
(Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 444). Human rights were viewed through the egoist lens which 
warped their nature. However, the accusation that the US was utilising human rights 
justifications as a cover for national interest fails to recognise the particular focus on egoist 
understandings - human rights cannot be understood apart from the egoist morality 
justifications, which are in the Bush administration intimately tied to, rather than in 
opposition to, national interest (Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 450). It may be possible to view 
egoist morality justifications as an extension or refining of human rights, as part of the 
desire of the US to see a lowering of the requirements needed for legitimate intervention 
against tyrannies (Wheeler, 2003: 196-7). Would this view indicate a solidarist position 
tending towards the elevation of human rights or rather an elevation of US centred rights 
and therefore the international system? This question will be discussed in the conclusion. 
The justifications for the intervention in Iraq were a surprise when finally collated. That 
WMD was the most used justification was expected. However, the continued low number 
of references to international law/nonns was unexpected as was the continued high number 
ofjustificalions centred on US interests. Even if including WMD, national interest and the 
egoist morality categories dominate, and in terms of human rights and international law and 
norms, fundamentally so. The shift away from these pre-9/1 I standards as witnessed in the 
previous case are therefore replicated to a significant extent. The justifications will be 
discussed in further detail in the conclusion below. 
UNSC 
President Bush's views of the UN have already been discussed above, and given the lack of 
reference to international law in his justifications this section will be discussed only briefly. 
The nature of the legality of the Iraq War is a substantial issue which falls outside the scope 
of this thesis. What remains, as in the previous chapters, is to discuss the relevant 
resolutions pertaining to Iraq, and the position of other UNSC members where relevant. 
The principal UNSC resolutions relating to war in Iraq were those issued at the time of the 
Gulf War, which the US claimed were still in force in 2003. The only significant new 
UNSC resolution was 1441, which passed with 15: 0 votes. The Secretary-General noted 
that if "Iraq's defiance continues, however, the Security Council must face its 
responsibilities", but that 
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This resolution is based on law, collective effort and the unique legitimacy of the United Nations. It 
represents an example of multilateral diplomacy serving the cause of peace and security. It reflects a 
renewed commitment to preventing the development and spread of weapons of mass destruction and 
the universal wish to see this goal obtained by peaceful means (UNSC S/PV. 4644). 
While affirming that the US would adhere to further discussion before using force as 
stipulated in the resolution, the US ambassador stated the US response if Iraq continued to 
disobey UNSC demands: 
If the Security Council fails to act decisively ... Members can rely on the 
United States to live up to 
its responsibilities if the Iraq regime persists with its refusal to disarm (UNSC S/PV. 4644). 
It was clauses 4 and 12 of the declaration which were the most important, stipulating the 
requirement of a further UNSC resolution before force could be used. The US would not, 
however, seek a filt-ther resolution given the likelihood of a French veto. The Mexican 
representative highlighted both the seriousness of resolution 1441 and the need for the use 
of force to be approved through a further resolution by the UNSC: 
those who called for automatic recourse to the use of force agreed to give Iraq one last chance 
to ... comply with Security Council resolutions ... the use of 
force is valid only as a last resort, with 
prior explicit authorization required from the Security Council (LTNSC S/PV. 4644). 
The Russian and Chinese ambassadors likewise accentuated that no automatic resort to 
force existed, with the Russian ambassador stating as "a result of intensive negotiations, the 
resolution just adopted contains no provisions for the automatic use of force" (S/PV. 4644). 
There was thus a clear tension between the US and other UNSC members and given the 
statements made following the vote it is easy to see Saddam's confidence that the US 
would not receive a mandate to attack. When a further resolution was considered and 
France indicated that it would make use of its veto, the US declined to Put forward a further 
resolution and resorted to its coalition of the willing. Ultimately, there was a resonance 
within US political leadership with the justifications and legitimising of President Bush, 
given that Bush won the congressional vote giving him authority to go to war by 296-133, 
46 more than voted for the Gulf War, with the Senate voting 77-23, giving Bush the 
legitimacy he required looking to the domestic audience for legitimacy rather than the 
international (Woodward, 2004: 203; Dunne, 2003). 
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The Practice of Intervention 
This section examines the practice of war until I May 2003, when President Bush declared 
the end of major operations (Bush, 2003/05/01). While no surrender or peace agreement 
was forthcoming in the Iraq War, by I May 2003, US and coalition forces had defeated the 
Iraqi military in terms of their ability to mount a coherent, organised defence. This is not to 
state by any means that the coalition forces had secured peace or defeated all armed 
resistance, but rather that the military goals set in terms of the "defeat of the Saddam. 
military structure" had been achieved (Keegan, 2004: 234). This chapter explores the 
practice of war in terms of the political and military expectations of those initiating the war. 
In this sense, how the war was planned and fought is more important for analytical 
purposes than the consequences of the war which followed the victory declaration of I May 
2003. The debate surrounding the aftermath of the US military victory is important but 
evolves into a larger debate which falls outside the scope of this thesis as does a discussion 
of whether the war amounts to a revolution in military affairs or a 'new way of war'. This 
section will review the course of the war, assess its impact in ternis of the norms of human 
rights in the light of civilian casualties and compare the practice of war with the 
justifications given for the war. The Iraq War was fought in a substantially different 
manner from each previous campaign of this thesis and is therefore a fascinating account 
not only of US military precision, but also allows for a more interesting comparison across 
chapters. 
President Bush requested information on existing war plans for Iraq in December 2001, but 
refused to go to war against Iraq before having dealt with Afghanistan (Woodward, 2004: 1- 
5,26; Keegan, 2004: 233). Initial planning focussed on a model of warfare similar to that 
employed in the Gulf War with Powell keen to proceed diplomatically and build a 
multilateral coalition similar to that of the Gulf War (Woodward, 2004: 36,37,41). Bush, 
however, entrusted planning for the war to Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld and the 
Pentagon, effectively side-lining the more militarily conservative and politically 
multilateral Powell in what was reportedly a deeply divided war cabinet (Woodward, 
2004: 23). 
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The Iraq War was characterised by new strategic and tactical operations - no longer the 
"grinding strategy of attritiorf' of the Gulf War and Afghanistan but a way of war "that 
relies on speed, manoeuvre, flexibility, and surprise". rather than by sheer weight of 
numbers (Boot, 2003; Donnelly, 2003b). Franks originally ordered two plans to be 
explored, one with a large force of 500 000, the second a smaller, SOF-dominated force of 
50 000, expecting the final plan to lie somewhere between the two (Keegan, 2004: 234). 
Max Boot sums up what he calls the new American way of war: 
spurred by dramatic advances in information technology, the U. S. military has adopted a new style 
of warfare that eschews the bloody slogging matches of old. It seeks a quick victory with minimal 
casualties on both sides. Its hallmarks are speed, manoeuvre, flexibility, and surprise. It is heavily 
reliant upon precision firepower, special forces, and psychological operations. And it strives to 
integrate naval, air, and land power into a seamless whole (Boot, 2003). 
In particular the US specialized in "network-centric warfare", being the use of information 
technology to "enhance the effectiveness of "c4isr" -- command, control, communications, 
computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance" (Boot, 2003; Donnelly, 2003c). 
Franks, for example, monitored the war through four television screens in his command 
centre, showing a summary of media output, coalition forces in contact with enemy forces, 
intelligence estimates of enemy activity and the locations of all coalition air units - all but 
the first being significant advances in "real time" intelligence (Keegan, 2004: 236; 
O'Hanlon, 2003). For example, in the Gulf War, troop positions were taken down by radio 
and then located on maps, but advanced US divisions such as the 40' Infantry Division have 
enemy and friendly forces shown on digital screens, relayed by computers informed by a 
wide array of intelligence-gathering aircraft, GPS-supplied information from ground forces 
and intelligence intercepts (Boot, 2003). It was notjust identification which improved, but 
also the speed of strikes given the improved coordination amongst the services and 
technological advances. In 1991, strike orders had to be flown to aircraft carriers; in 2003 
they were transported by high-speed satellite and radio relays (Boot, 2003; Donnelly, 
2003c). In addition three times as many SOF teams were used in Iraq than in the Gulf War, 
many of which were used in conjunction with regular forces, which enabled efficient 
linking of the ground and air campaigns (Giambastiani, 2003). 
The Iraq war saw the combination of a Secretary of Defense and CENTCOM General 
willing to put a vision of a new military practice to the test in what was a "truly combined- 
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arms operation" (Boot, 2003; Rumsfeld, 2003). Rumsfeld wanted experience gleaned from 
Afghanistan to be utilised in Iraq, particularly the improvements in precision targeting, 
intelligence, use of SOF and unmanned aerial vehicles (Woodward, 2004: 41). The plan 
which was finafly enacted by Franks went along a time-scale of. "5,11,16,1-2-5", which 
translates into: 5 days for political manoeuvring, allowing President Bush to make final 
political adjustments, II days of final military arrangements, 16 days of SOF activity and 
then an expected 125 days of decisive fighting (Keegan, 2004: 235-6). Franks did not want 
a long bombing campaign, as he was concerned about public opinion, and Saddam's 
willingness to use "WMD against massed forces in Kuwait" (Keegan, 2004: 142). As 
Keegan points out, belief 
in Iraq's weapons of mass destruction not only provided the motivation for the war but, in the 
preliminary stages, heavily influenced the strategy by which it would be fought (Keegan, 2004: 142). 
Rumsfeld and Franks broke with the traditional US military approach, aiming for 
"overmatching power" rather than overwhelming force, utilising the advantages enjoyed by 
the US military in terms of speed, intelligence, technology and precision - all of which 
were used in unison rather than seeing the battlefield in terms of traditional military 
strengths such as troops numbers (Rumsfeld, 2003; Woodward, 2004: 80). Boot argues that 
US war colleges traditionally teach 
that to be sure of success, an attacking force must have a3 to I advantage -a ratio that goes up to 6 
to I in difficult terrain such as urban areas. Far from having a3 to I advantage in Iraq, coalition 
ground forces faced a3 to I or 4 to I disadvantage (Boot, 2003). 
The war began on 19 March 2003 with an attempted "decapitating" attack against Saddam 
Hussein, with the full onslaught of war commencing the following day. US action against 
Iraq had, however, already been underway for several weeks with SOF undertaking various 
missions, including neutralizing key bridges, cutting routes to Syria, destroying Scud 
launches, protecting oil installations and liaising with Kurdish forces in northern Iraq 
(Keegan, 2004: 143,237). 70 While the attempted decapitating strike brought the start of the 
war forward, it was still planned that a massive preliminary bombing campaign beyond the 
no-fly zones enforcement would lead to the ground campaign (Boot, 2003). However, 
Franks, on receipt of intelligence that the Rumala oilfields were being lit, ordered the first 
ground troops across the border (Boot, 2003). The US strategy was based on the Third 
70 SOF were used far more by Franks than had been the case in the Gulf War, who saw them as substantial 
"force multipliers" (Boot, 2003). 
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Infantry Division and the First Marine Expeditionary Force pushing for Baghdad, 
"liberating the capital and toppling the regime" (Boot, 2003; Rumsfeld, 2003). Fifteen 
hours after the first armoured divisions had crossed the border the first ftill-scale air assault 
on Baghdad began - what had been termed shock and awe -a bombardment designed to 
cause the collapse of the Baath Party, but which was in practice a restrained use of force 
targeting air defences, military infrastructure and command-and-control facilities (Boot, 
2003; Keegan, 2004: 143). Franks later stated that "shock and awe" was never part of his 
planning, that this was in fact a media-originated concept (Keegan, 2004: 143). There 
appeared to be some expectation amongst senior officials that Saddam's "regime would 
collapse at the first whiff of gunpowder" and limited bombing would then leave Iraq's 
infrastructure intact (Boots, 2003; Wood, 2004). That overly optimistic expectation was 
dashed when allied ground forces faced strong resistance in southern Iraq (Boot, 2003). 
The defensive abilities of the Iraqi army were, however, clearly inadequate to counter 
coalition forces. There were no massive uprisings or defections from the Iraqi armed forces 
in the early days of the war, but over the course of fighting the Iraqi army, in the face of the 
US' high-speed advance, did not merely disintegrate but evaporated from the field of battle 
(Boot, 2003; Keegan, 2004: 127). 
When the war began, it became apparent that Iraqi divisions were heavily undermanned, 
with estimates of troop strength ranging from 150000 to over 350000 and with much 
equipment "worse than obsolete" and in short supply (Keegan, 2004: 129; HRW, 2003: 64). 
The Iraqi army of 2003 was certainly less of an opponent than in 1991, weakened by years 
of sanctions - but the US victory must still be recognised as a remarkable feat given that 
they deployed a force far smaller than in the Gulf War and in pursuit of a far more 
ambitious goal - the removal of Saddam Hussein and occupation of Iraq (Boot, 2003; 
Conetta, 2003/10/20). With hindsight it is possible to see the Iraqi army as a degraded 
force, but it must be remembered that the US anticipated the Iraqi military holding a 
substantial numerical advantage of 450,000 troops, "including paramilitary units, the 
Republican Guard, and the Special Republican Guard, whose loyalty had been repeatedly 
demonstrated" (Boot, 2003; O'Hanlon, 2003). That the US managed to defeat Iraqi forces 
and occupy Baghdad in "almost half the time, with one-third the casualties (161), and at 
one-fourth the cost" of the Gulf War is remarkable (Boot, 2003). In the words of John 
Keegan, "Campaigns so brief are rare, a lightning campaign so complete in its results 
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almost unprecedentecr'; the Iraqis had fielded a sizeable army but resistance "had simply 
been without discernible effect" (Keegan, 2004: 1). The planned 125 days of fighting had 
taken just twenty-six. It is clear that for most Iraqis, this was not a war they were willing to 
fight for Saddam - the monstrosity of his regime "had exhausted the will of the population 
to do anything for him7' (Keegan, 2004: 7). 
With over 90% of air sorties being integrated with ground forces, rather than the 10% of the 
Gulf War, the US war machine was able to generate quick victories on the ground as well 
as maintain awesome pressure on defensive positions (Boot, 2003; Giambastiani, 2003). 
Conetta argues that while desertion rates were as high as 90% in some cases, many units 
did attempt defensive and counter-offensive actions but faced "withering coalition aerial 
and artillery assaults" which finally led to a tipping point for the Iraqi army as early as the 
end of the second week (Conetta, 2003/10/20). The lethality of these attacks also increased 
dr=atically, with an average of four sorties / target in the Gulf War now reduced to four 
targets / sortie (Giambastiani, 2003). 
The result of Iraqi abandonment of defensive positions meant that in many ways "this was a 
war that did not happen in [the] conventional sense" (Keegan, 2004: 5). This focus on Iraqi 
failure should not, however, be removed from US strategic and tactical operations as it was 
the speed of US movements, fear at US armour and lethality of aerial attacks which 
intimidated the Iraqi troops, whose system of defence was centralised and automatic and 
therefore could not respond to US movements, accentuating their weaknesses and US 
strengths (Keegan, 2004: 239; Biddle, 2003). The extent of Iraqi failures was therefore 
magnified by the success of coalition forces, the speed of which "got inside the Iraqi's 
'decision cycle"' (Rumsfeld, 2003; Boot, 2003). Biddle argues that the reason for the 
complete mismatch 
lies in the interaction between our strengths and their particular weaknesses... that skilled use of 
modem Coalition technology interacted synergistically with Iraqi errors to produce unprecedented 
lethality and a radically one-sided military confrontation (Biddle, 2003). 
The Iraqi defence was clearly inept, but importantly, the implementation of strategic aims 
available to it were not carried out (See Biddle, 2003; Boot, 2003). The Iraqi army was 
unlikely to stand up to the US military, and Saddarn knew from 1991 that he could not hope 
to cause sufficient casualties in open battle. According to Boot, the 
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Iraqis planned to fall back into the cities and utilize guerrilla warfare to drive up American and 
civilian casualties to the point where, they hoped, domestic and international pressure would force 
Washington to come to the bargaining table. This was a shrewd plan similar to that used by the 
Chechens to bog down Russian invaders on two occasiong. But in Iraq it was undone by poor 
execution (Boot, 2003). 
Iraqi forces did not take the obvious military opportunities to slow the US forces, including 
blowing up dams and bridges or turning Baghdad into a fortress. The reasons for this are 
principally seen as a result of low morale and poor leadership, particularly given the 
centralised nature of the Iraqi military and fear of failure felt by ground commanders, 
together with the fact that Saddam did not believe the invasion would actually occur and 
therefore did not plan accordingly (Boot, 2003; Colaizzi, 2006; Kagan and Kristol, 2004; 
Biddle, 2003). 
US forces drove their attack from Kuwait north toward Baghdad along two parallel axes - 
Baghdad airport being identified as the primary goal (Keegan, 2004: 238; Boot, 2003). That 
Iraqi forces did so little to stop the assault is even more surprising given Turkey's refusal to 
allow US forces transit and the resultant failure to establish a northem front (Keegan, 
2004: 14). 71 The speed of the assault saw the Third Infantry Division gaining 200 miles in 
only three days -a spectacular achievement given the logistical operations this involved 
(Boot, 2003). The total expanse of logistical supply lines eventually ran to over 300 miles 
and was conducted by a logistics core, the efficiency and capability of which was described 
by UK officers as "awesome" (Keegan, 2004: 146). This was speed of warfare 
"unprecedented in history" (Keegan, 2004: 186). 
As the war progressed, it became apparent that apart from Republican Guard units the most 
dangerous opponents were Fedayeen forces, an occurrence which surprised the US forces 
to some extent and was a forerunner of the post-war situation (Boot, 2003; Keegan, 
2004: 129). However, far from providing a credible threat, these forces were "more of a 
nuisance than a serious military menace" with many of their attacks being "reckless to the 
point of being suicidal" - Fedayeen died in their thousands while seldom killing US troops 
(Boot, 2003). The most potent (and unreported) use of coalition military power was that 
71 The US leaked "intelligence" to Iraq indicating a late insertion of US troops in Northern Iraq which 
appeared to work given the failure to reposition their northern forces - Saddam in fact strengthened these 
before the war began (Keegan, 2004: 235). 
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directed against Republican Guard units deployed to the south of Baghdad, who were 
targeted regardless of weather conditions in what was again a spectacular display of 
military power - not even sandstorms provided concealment in- which Iraqi troops could 
move (Boot, 2003). Those Iraqi forces closest to Baghdad were bombed first in a move 
designed to persuade Iraqi units not to retreat into the city - in essence pinning them down 
for further attack and preventing a "fortress Baghdad" or the next Stalingrad-type siege 
disaster many predicted (Keegan, 2004: 183,238-9). As a result, when the US forces 
approached Baghdad on I April 2003, they found the elite Republican Guard almost non- 
existent; as Boot writes, they "had all but ceased to exist as a coherent fighting force. 
Those not killed simply threw off their uniforms and ran away" (Boot, 2003). Baghdad fell 
faster than expected. Iraqi regular forces had received almost no training in urban warfare 
as had the paramilitaries which undertook most of the urban fighting (Biddle, 2003). 
Baghdad's defence was appallingly organized and US forces made fast and deep advances 
into the city. In what were called thunder runs, annoured columns entered the heart of the 
city following the fall of Baghdad airport on 3 April and met fierce but futile resistance. 72 
US armour was so formidable against the level of equipment utilized by the Iraqis that 
intelligence, precision strikes and aerial support were not required - just overmatching 
power (Kagan, 2003). US heavy armour proved almost invincible - throughout the entire 
campaign only three Abrams tanks were disabled, none destroyed and with no loss of life 
amongst crews - an astounding statistic (Boot, 2003). As an offensive machine, the US 
army proved itself to be formidable. 
Given the fragmenting of Iraqi resistance, the US made a final push into Baghdad, toppling 
the statue of Saddam Hussein in the heart of Baghdad on 9 April (Boot, 2003). US 
operations in Northern Iraq took a few more days to complete, with an Afghanistan style 
operation of Kurds, SOF and US airborne units combining with air power to route the 
Ansar al Islam terrorist group and take control of the northern cities of Mosul and Kirkuk 
(Boot, 2003). The entire country was effectively occupied with the fall of Tikrit on 14 
April (Boot, 2003). 
72 An arnioured column of the Yd Infantry Division, for example, reports killing around 1000 enemy fighters 
and losing one US soldier during its run into Baghdad, a surprising difference given the urban theatre of war, 
with urban warfare against skilled opponents usually expected to result in friendly: foe death ratio of 1: 1 
(Boot, 2003; Biddle, 2003). 
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The US managed to defeat all formal military resistance, but what of the human cost of the 
war in terms of civilian casualties? It is clear that US war planners worked hard to 
minimize collateral damage and civilian casualties through careful targeting and munitions 
selection, at times dropping non-explosive munitions or even concrete to avoid collateral 
damage (HRW, 2003: 46-7; Boot, 2003). During planning, potential high collateral damage 
targets were those deemed likely to lead to more than thirty deaths - 130 such targets 
existed - all of which Rumsfeld ordered to be reviewed (Woodward, 2004: 158). Of the II 
000 original aim points, over 25 came to be considered likely to cause high collateral 
damage; of these 20 were struck, all of which had been briefed to the President -a clear 
indication of careful planning and concern at the highest level for civilian casualties (HRW, 
2003: 20). Human Rights Watch reported that all pre-planned air strikes "apparently caused 
few civilian casualties" (HRW, 2003: 6). Importantly for the war's impact on civilian 
casualties, the number of precision-guided munitions also increased dramatically in this war 
to over 70% of all munitions (Boot, 2003; Keegan, 2004: 142). 73 Joint Direct Attack 
Munitions, cheap alternatives to laser-guided bombs, which can be used in all weather 
conditions and at all altitudes, turned even high altitude bombers such as the B-1 and B-2s 
into precision bombers (Boot, 2003). The U. S. also did not strike water or power facilities 
in Baghdad, as had occurred in the first Gulf War (Boot, 2003; HRW, 2003: 43). It is 
notable that former General Buster Glasson, planner of the Gulf War air campaign, 
revealed the discontinuities between Franks' Iraq War and Powell's Gulf War in this 
regard, stating 
when you do not permit the Special Forces and the air capability and technology you have to 
accomplish the maximum, before you start [employing] ground forces, in a Roman legion fashion, 
you're asking for disaster (Donnelly, 2003b). 
Glasson argued further that Franks and Rumsfeld's concerns for Iraqi casualties was a 
matter of "getting overly concerned about the wrong things" - Franks receiving criticism 
from experienced former commanders who were concerned that the planning for war was 
being "too precise ... too careful, and the results are 
dead coalition forces" speaks strongly to 
the US coalition's concern for Iraqi deaths (Donnelly, 2003b). The fact that the US 
achieved its aims using less than 15% of the munitions used in the Gulf War shows both the 
improvements in US fighting ability but also a corresponding lowering of risk for collateral 
73 Human Rights Watch notes that cluster bombs should not be considered precision weapons so this puts the 
total closer to 66%. 
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damage (Giambastiani, 2003). It is clear that Franks did not want Gulf War-like air strikes, 
because the enemy defensive positions were less condensed, but also because of Iraqi 
troops proximity to civilians which risked higher collateral dairtage (Keegan, 2004: 141). 
This was despite Iraqi forces locating military installations alongside or in schools, 
hospitals, and mosques and even using ambulances to launch attacks against US forces 
(Boot, 2003; HRW, 2003: 5,66). Sparing Baghdad from heavy bombing also meant that 
US armoured columns would operate more freely in Baghdad (Keegan, 2004: 239). Of 
course a large part of the reason why US forces wanted to limit civilian casualties was that 
they were fighting a battle for hearts and minds - primarily in Iraq but also in the rest of the 
world, reflected in Bush's constant refrain to planners to prevent a post-war humanitarian 
disaster (Woodward, 2004: 147). 
Conetta states that the lack of civilian loss of life was impressive given that the coalition 
forces sought regime change which had two important elements, that one would expect 
more deaths given the desperation of the defending regime, and the need for combined 
arms warfare, including urban warfare and heavy armour (Conetta, 2003/10/20). Human. 
Rights Watch indicates that it was the ground forces fighting in residential areas which led 
to the highest number of deaths - but again, far fewer than the Stalingrad-type disaster 
many predicted (HRW, 2003: 13). Iraqi forces dressed in civilian clothes, took advantage of 
civilian positions, even using children and women as human shields, increasing confusion 
and making rules of engagement more difficult to follow (HRW, 2003: 5,15,66-73). In 
addition, as in the Gulf War, no attempts to evacuate civilians were made, rather "Iraqi 
troops hoped the presence of civilians would deter enemy attacks" (HRW, 2003: 77). In 
terms of the air war, its most deadly assaults were those against Iraqi leadership in which 
detailed planning was not as easy given time constraints, inadequate intelligence and less 
accurate targeting as well as the military and political value of these targets which was 
weighed against the risk of collateral damage (HRW, 2003: 26). 
The extent of civilian casualties is always very difticult to determine. President Bush 
called the Iraq War, "one of the swiftest and most humane military campaigns in history" 
(Bush, 2003/09/07). Saddam's regime claimed a civilian death toll of less than 1,255 as of 
3 April 2003 - "a remarkably low number considering the savagery of the fighting"; 
Conetta estimates total non-combatant deaths between 3,230 and 4,327 until end April 
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2003; and the Associated Press investigation a minimum 3420 civilian deaths (Conetta, 
2003/10/20). It was not just civilians that the US tried to spare, with a significant 
propaganda blitz preceding the start of ground operations in which US forces used "leaflets, 
radio broadcasts, faxes, e-mails, and other means to urge Iraqi troops not to fight" (Boot, 
2003). Indeed, many Iraqi divisions were directly contacted before the war to request 
immediate surrender at the onset of hostilities, but loyal Ba'athist forces were used to 
counter this subversion (Keegan, 2004: 235). In all, 31.8 million pro-coalition leaflets were 
dropped on Iraqis before and during the campaign, which included instructions on how to 
surrender (Forbes, 2003). 
As with all previous campaigns, the strongest criticism of coalition military practice is 
reserved for the use of cluster bombs, several versions of which have high "dud" rates 
which can explode and injure civilians later. In all, US coalition forces used over 10 500 
cluster munitions, containing a minimum of 1.8 million submunitions (HRW, 2003: 6). 
Interestingly, the use of these weapons was analysed post-war and it became apparent that 
different units used different weapons, depending on their service. Certainly army 
commanders were said to be hesitant to use high dud rate cluster ammunition but were in 
some circumstances left with no choice given the risk being posed to their own forces - it 
became therefore a matter of prioritising their forces' safety; at times US aircraft or artillery 
units available for support would only have cluster munitions left and it was the ground 
commanders who would have to choose between cluster weapons or no support - and it 
was this particular use of cluster munitions by ground forces that Human Rights Watch 
found particularly dangerous, given their proximity to populated areas (Moseley, 
2003/04/30; HRW, 2003: 6,58-9,85,96). This does not excuse the fact that such munitions 
were used, but does at least show a reluctance and circumspection in using them. The US 
concern for collateral damage resulted in painstaking efforts at reducing collateral damage 
at both strategic and tactical level (Keegan, 2004: 159-161). Kenneth Roth argues that the 
use of cluster ammunition shows a "disregard for civilian life... incompatible with a 
genuinely humanitarian intervention" - however, as Wheeler and Morris point out, this 
becomes a tactical issue as well as a moral one - the enemy is more efficiently fought with 
cluster bombs in terms of risking one's own troops, but the problem of increased civilian 
injuries occurs (Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 453). This underscores the dilemma of "how 
intervening states should balance the responsibilities they have to their armed forces as 
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against the duties they owe foreigners" (Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 453). In most cases, 
legal advice was available to ground units on the legality of strikes under international 
humanitarian law, with one US lawyer stating that even with his approval some 
commanders chose not to strike (HRW, 2003: 94). It is clear, however, that these cluster 
munitions did cause civilian deaths and particularly problematic are those cases when other 
choices could have been made, given better ammunition supply. A likely dud rate of 5% 
meant that post-war there were a possible 90 000 bomblets littering Iraq, a significant 
danger to civilians (HRW, 2003: 104). 
Roth may be correct in that a more overtly-expressed humanitarian motive would have 
precluded the use of weapons such as cluster ammunition, but ultimately the justifications 
for the war rested on regime change and US national interest - the freedom and rights of 
Iraqis were expressions of US morality, not something to be protected in their own right 
and were therefore subservient to these larger motivations. However, given the nature of 
the war's goals, even if humanitarian motivations had been paramount, military necessity 
might still have required the use of equipment thatjeopardised civilian lives. Where the US 
should be praised is in its willingness to risk its own soldiers' lives, negating the greatest 
criticism of the Kosovo campaign and to some extent Afghanistan. 
If freedom and democracy drove US care towards civilians, then this rationale for lowering 
civilian casualties may be as much about one's own self-perception - that this is what the 
'good guys' do. The result of this is that the occasional death is not held in horror, but is 
indeed considered to be tolerable, a price to be paid for freedom, for which cause it is worth 
dying. However, one should not presume that the egoist morality of freedom is not a 
positive influence on US forces - that they are conscious of what is being fought for - that 
human rights are indeed at the core of much of what they do, but these will always be 
secondary to force survival and protecting one's own. Indeed, this centrality of freedom, 
democracy and liberty motivate the US to fight, but also limit the hegemon's ability to 
impose its will through force. 
Conformity of the practice of war with humanitarian motivations is a 
way of testing for the presence of humanitarian motivations, but it is not definitive, ... [it is I right to 
highlight the failure of the US-led coalition to calibrate military means to declared humanitarian 
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ends, and those responsible should be held morally accountable for their failure to seriously factor 
civilian protection into post-war military planning (Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 454). 
Wheeler and Morris are correct in both parts of this assessment - that the humanitarian 
motivations can be assessed through practice, but they comment particularly on the post- 
war phase of Operation Iraqi Freedom; it is the post-war instability which overshadows the 
operational caution and success of the war. What seldom receives comment is the extent to 
which destabilisation is caused by Iraqis or foreigners rather than American troopS. 74 Many 
academics, together with 
many television and print journalists declined to celebrate the fall of the dictator the toppling of his 
statue symbolized. Monster though he clearly was, his humiliation at the hands of the capitalist 
system ... rankled (Keegan, 2004: 202). 
While the post-war scenario was clearly not planned sufficiently well and the US appears to 
have been seduced by the idea of the freedoms that it was bringing to Iraq, its success 
astounded many and only accentuated the concerns in international society over the 
dominance of the superpower. For the purpose of this thesis it is the war itself which must 
be examined. The US military utilised a practice which was in line with its significant 
ego ist morality justifications; these were entwined sufficiently into national interest that the 
use of force, carried out for the 'greater good', aligned itself with a pattern of military 
action that is hard to critique in terms of human rights. Human Rights Watch summarises 
their report stating that "US-led Coalition forces took precautions to spare civilians and, for 
the most part, made efforts to uphold their legal obligations" (HRW, 2003: 5). 
Wheeler and Morris argue of the post-war instability that: 
The US failure to discharge its responsibilities for providing security as the occupying power justify 
charges of incompetence and even negligence, but they do not mean that the moral impulse to spread 
American conceptions of freedom and human dignity were mere subterfuge (Wheeler and Morris, 
2006: 461). 
Rumsfeld can be seen to counter the criticism against US practice, when he argued that: 
[flor all the difficulties in Iraq today ... it is important to keep in mind all of the problems that Iraqis do not have to overcome because of the way the war was fought. Today, Iraqis do not have to 
rebuild oil wells, bridges, roads and dams that were not destroyed in the war. They do not have to 
bury large numbers of innocent civilians, or rebuild residential neighborhoods, because of the 
compassion and precision with which coalition forces fought (Rumsfeld, 2003). 
74 The website Iraq Body Count is a pertinent example; the symbols and quotations used all represent America 
-there is no explicit reference to the number of civilians killed by Iraqis or foreign fighters 
www. iragbodycount. oriz. 
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Where the US erred. was in the failure adequately to prepare militarily for post-war 
instability, for as Boot argues "the army brass should realize that battlefield victories in 
places like Afghanistan and Iraq can easily be squandered if they do not do enough to win 
the peace (Boot, 2003). Even Franks' earliest planning did, however, involve post-Iraq 
stabilisation and insisted on inter-agency co-operation, that this was not purely a military 
responsibility (Woodward, 2004: 96,102). What is clear, however, from Woodward's 
account is Runisfeld's continual pressure to reduce time and cost of deployment, resulting 
in a small force which won an incredible victory but left Franks well short of the several 
hundred thousand troops he foresaw being required to stabilise Iraq (Woodward, 2004: 96- 
12 1). That he hoped to reduce the US occupation to 50 000 troops 18 months after the war 
does, however, show the optimistic attitude present even in his post-war planning 
(Woodward, 2004: 148). 
Antulio Echevarria contests that the Bush administration "either misunderstood or, worse, 
wished away" the difficulties of transforming military victory into a larger political goal 
(Wood, 2004). Indeed the US did not do enough to succeed in Iraq; it won many battles, 
but is in danger not of losing the war as Echevarria accuses, but rather of losing the second 
war which it failed to predict (Wood, 2004). That the US military and civilian leadership 
would fight a war, fight to win, and then wish-away the peace is decidedly unlikely. What 
the justifications do indicate is blindness to the situation on the ground in Iraq. The 
justifications indicate a strong emphasis on US virtue and the desire for freedom and 
democracy for all people. If anything it is here that the greatest warning should have been 
seen as such belief in the righteousness and universality of one's cause can only lead one to 
underestimate the possibilities of opposition. It is clear from Franks' own testimony as 
well as from the course of events that followed the war that the US military had "placed 
more emphasis on destroying enemy forces than securing population centres and critical 
infrastructure and maintaining order" (Wood, 2004). Vice-President Cheney attested that 
he foresaw US troops being welcomed by Iraqis "as liberators", the result being that the US 
would need fewer soldiers to win the peace than the war, an opinion too easily believed by 
75 senior administration officials (Echevarria, 2004). Rumsfeld and other senior 
75 Rumsfeld's eight focal points of the war in Iraq are notable for the lack of mention of expectations of 
securitY post-war (Rumsfeld, 2003). 
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administration officials dismissed arguments from senior military officers of the need to 
have more troops for post-war reconstruction as "old-think or perceived them as foot- 
dragging by a military perhaps grown too accustomed to -resisting civilian authority" 
(Wood, 2004). 
Many Iraqis did welcome US troops, but many, as the post-war unrest attests, did not. 
Franks concentrated on the defeat of the Iraqi war machine, but as Keegan states, this was 
in many ways a mysterious war in that following the defeat of the Iraqi army there was "no 
trace of government, no large number of POWs, no captured generals or politicians treating 
for peace" and the politically powerful Ba'athist officials just disappeared (Keegan, 2004: 2- 
3). This was unprecedented for major war against a foreign functioning state and left a 
political and security vacuum which the US had not anticipated. Saddam Hussein's words 
when captured: "I am the president of Iraq and I am ready to negotiate" was the first return 
to what would have been anticipated acts of a defeated state leader (Keegan, 2004: 3). 
Certainly, US plans to use three to five Iraqi regular army divisions as the core of a new 
force did not materialise largely because the expected. POWs did not exist (Woodward, 
2004: 343). In this sense, the US can be seen to have a way of battle, not a way of war, 
focussing as they do on the destruction of the enemy's forces rather than the war's 
aftermath, with the latter being as important as the former in winning the war (Echevarria, 
2004). 
The US won the war against Saddarn Hussein, but not the war to install democracy and 
bring freedom to the Middle East. Echevarria complains of Boot and other academics' 
tendency to view war in terms of battle rather than with regard to the wider political 
application - but this is also representative of a backlash against the type of war fought in 
Kosovo and Vietnam - where political leadership led to poor military operations. Leaving 
the military to do its job in terms of battlefield victory, including within severe limitations 
of collateral damage and human rights norms, means that it fulfils its primary function, with 
further political and military implications being a function of political not military 
leadership (Echevarria, 2004). Bush's goal in Iraq was regime change, to install freedom in 
Iraq, democracy in the Middle-East, expanding the US ethical and moral sphere to the 
Middle-East - this meant that the centre of gravity in the war was not the destruction of the 
old regime which they achieved so successfully, but the creation of a new regime - 
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technology and power could not achieve this alone (Kagan, 2003). But, it was their belief 
in the universality of their morality that misguided them, rather than deliberate failure to 
plan appropriately. Kagan writes, "[flhe nature of the American military operations greatly 
increased the chance of failing to achieve the political objectives that motivated both wars" 
and it is here that the US practice of war should be critiqued (Kagan, 2003). The success of 
the military operations, the commendable focus on minimal casualties and the concern over 
humanitarian issues are all factors that should be praised. Many of the criticisms levelled at 
the US in both their Kosovo and Afghanistan campaigns were not repeated in Iraq. The 
nature of the enemy faced in the post-war climate and the convergence of a host of factors 
need to be examined to understand the post-war unrest, but the US practice of war must be 
seen to align closely with the US' national interest / egoist morality justifications and 
humanitarian law. 
Conclusion 
This conclusion examines the effect of the war on international society in terms of the 
practice of, and justifications for, the war, seeking to establish which hypothesis of the 
thesis is more closely aligned with or elevated by this case. 
The war in Iraq had a significant impact on international society, marking as one analyst 
stated the "unambiguous end of the post-cold-war world" or as Ayoob points out, the 
arrogation by the US of moral authority and the right to make decisions about war and 
peace unilaterally on behalf of international society which carried very high potential costs 
as it undermined the normative consensus underpinning the post-Cold War international 
order (Donnelly, 2003b; Ayoob, 2003: 29). Dunne and Wheeler however take this 
argument further, stating that this was not just a dangerous rebuttal of developing norms 
post-Cold War, but a threat to the basic order of international society since 1945 (Dunne, 
2003; Wheeler, 2003). 
The justifications regarding WMD are clearly central to Bush's legitimising of the war in 
Iraq - it is the threat that they pose either in the hands of 'evil' regimes or terrorists that is 
so vital to prevent. These justifications are intricately tied to the national interest or 
national security justifications. WMD threatened the US and Bush's foreign policy was 
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designed to remove this threat in an age when it was no longer possible to rely upon 
deterrence (Wheeler, 2003: 186). The position taken by Bush in terms of national security 
cannot, however, be understood apart from the national interest / egoist morality categories 
and it is in the convergence of these that the fundamental challenge to international society 
occurs. 
Wheeler argues that the pre-emptive use of force doctrine of the Bush administration must 
be seen in the light of US exceptionalism and it is this which the egoist morality 
justifications accentuate (Wheeler, 2003: 183; Dunne, 2003: 305). These justifications 
strongly support Wheeler's claim that the US sees itself as a carrier of universal values 
which it is uniquely positioned to protect especially given the threat which it distinctly 
faces after 9/11 (Wheeler, 2003: 183). The US, faced by the dangers of terrorists with 
WMD, will defend itself before dangers materialise, but more importantly, will use force 
without an international mandate should this be necessary. The US therefore removed itself 
from the legal institutions established after WWII governing the use of force in IR 
(Wheeler, 2003: 184). Dunne argues that the war in Iraq can be seen as a 'Carr-ish' 
challenge of the contingency of law and morality on power against the "normative web 
spun from cosmopolitan thread" - the question becomes how the US as the hegemonic 
power in international relations uses its power to pursue post-1945, but more particularly 
post- 1990, norms and those egoist norms which it deems preferable given national security 
interests (Dunne, 2003: 304). Dunne uses the notion of "thick" and "thin" norms through 
which to examine the effect of US action on international society (Dunne, 2003: 306). Thin 
norms involve economic and diplomatic rules, relations and language of international 
community, but it is the "thicker" norms of sovereignty and non-intervention which are 
threatened by US unilateralism and exceptionalism. With the US going to war without an 
explicit UNSC mandate and its repeated declaration against the efficacy of the UN and its 
own egoist claims, the thick norms are placed under tremendous pressure. 76 
International society in Dunne's words "exists to protect diverse political communities 
from being overrun by more powerful neighbours" and it is this that the US has done in 
both Afghanistan and Iraq (Dunne, 2005: 75). Wheeler argues that the US is attempting to 
76 Of course these thick norms were also challenged in the pre-9/1 I cases, but these were legitimated in 
reference to more readily identifiable universal justifications. 
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exempt itself from the rules of international society, which in Dunne's argument would 
essentially be allotting to the US special privileges which if not bringing international 
society to an end would at least involve a hierarchy coexisting with a weakened society 
(Wheeler, 2003: 183,209; Dunne, 2003: 307). Bush repeatedly, injustifying the war, warned 
that the US would act if the international community did not. Not only did he threaten to 
ensure the disarming of Iraq without the UN, but also to install democracy, bring peace, 
justice and freedom, infusing egoist morality with national interest. The US was not 
countering minor norms of international society but the very fundamental non-use of force, 
sovereignty and non-intervention (Dunne, 2003: 310). Thus, as Dunne argues, the US did 
not go merely to enforce international society norms through unilateral means, but rather to 
enforce its demands and morality - diminishing international society, for when this occurs, 
the "hyperpower" steps away from society and becomes an empire (Dunne, 2003: 308). As 
Donnelly argues, with the Iraq war, we "appear to be moving at last from the post-cold-war 
era ... to the time of an enduring Pax Americana" (Donnelly, 2003b). 
The discourse on freedom highlights this. For Bush, the protection of the US and its core 
value of freedom are inseparable. 
Let me make sure you understand what I just said about the role of the United States.... I believe we 
have a responsibility to promote freedom that is as solemn as the responsibility is to protecting the 
American people, because the two go hand-in-hand (Woodward, 2004: 88). 
The phrase "[flreedom is not America's gift to the world. Freedom is God's gift to 
everybody in the world" was first enunciated by Bush, not his speech-writers (Woodward, 
2004: 88). When discussing a policy of liberation coming out of these convictions, Bush 
stated that "[i]t probably looks paternalistic to some elites, but it certainly is not 
paternalistic to those we free. Those who become free appreciate the zeal. And appreciate 
the passion" (Woodward, 2004: 89). Bush believes that American values are universally 
valid, that the liberal democratic system of the US is 'a model for the world' - and that the 
mission of US power is actively to defend and export these principles. When the 
hyperpower begins to define states in terms of "good" and "evil", effectively removing 
them from "rightful membership", society is again weakened (Dunne, 2003: 310). Given 
this moral impulse guiding the Bush administration, regime change in Iraq was justifiable 
because Saddarn was a fundamental obstacle to the realisation of those universal moral 
values shared by both America and the Iraqi people (Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 454-455; 
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Kaplan and Kristol, 2003). America's values were now the world's values, and the US 
would spread these regardless of those who contested her right to do so - the zeal of the US 
would reach those who needed it. Donnelly notes the 
Bush Doctrine has freed us from the ingrained balance-of-power thinking of the Cold War and post- 
Cold War eras ... it has likewise restored to prominence the historic characteristics of American 
national security policy: a proactive defense and the aggressive expansion of freedom. In its explicit 
focus not only on tearing down Saddam Hussein's tcrror state, but on raising up the lives of the long- 
suffering Iraqi people, it has pledged the United States to an ambitious, far-reaching course 
(Donnelly, 2003a). 
Ironically, the danger of this discourse is that the majority of states remain stubbornly 
committed to the norm of non-intervention, with what they see as the abuse of a 
humanitarian-based argument in Iraq reinforcing their 
concerns as to the dangers of legitimising a new rule of humanitarian intervention in international 
society even if these views misinterpret the reasons for the intervention... this has led to 
undermining of the consolidation of the norm of humanitarian intervention which was being 
consolidated post-1990 (Wheeler and Morris, 2006: 445; Evans, 2004) 
thereby moving international society away from one of the central solidarist and world 
society norms. 
Where does an aggressive hyperpower, willing to use force and with such powerfully felt 
moral justifications leave the English School's image of international community? Buzan's 
'wheel', illustrated in chapter 1, as well as Wight's contention of world society and tyranny 
are instructive here. Wight declared that his three traditions were always to be held in 
tension in any ordering of the international. Too often the English School model is viewed 
as a linear progression from international system, through international society to world 
society. In Buzan's model we see on the Western side of the circle the joining of 
international system and world society. In Iraq this relationship is clarified and shows why 
Wight warned of the tyranny of any dominant ideology in international relations - that a 
cosmopolitan world society was as dangerous as a world society based on liberal- 
democratic or communist values. There is here the confluence of "Power- 
Maximising/Imperial" with "Messianic Universalist" - the US hyperpower, tending to an 
imperial unilateralism infused with exceptionalism made it no longer the "city on a hill" but 
a source of peace and freedom which seeks to triumph over all 'evil' that confronts it. As 
Pierre Hassner warns, "there will always be some terrorists and some weapons of mass 
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destruction", the only end to a war on terror and WMD "would be total ... control by the 
United States" (Hassner, 2002). 
Morris argues that 
The United States rationalized its goal of regime change in Iraq by reference to self-defence because, 
even in a radically redefined form, such an explanation is, by virtue of its interstate basis, less 
threatening to a society of sovereign states (Morris, 2005: 28 1). 
Morris' view reflects that of the legitimation of post-Gulf War no-fly zones. Legitimacy 
was sought in reference to existing norms, but it is the "radical redefined form" which is 
important and MorTis fails to note the critical nature of US exceptionalism. Talentino 
offers a counter argument in defence of the vitality of international society, stating that the 
US did not seek to harm international society but rather to create a new deterrence, and that 
the war in Iraq was the means by which to ensure the deterrence was taken seriously by 
those states that the US saw as a threat. While the US sought to alter the laws of 
international society governing legitimate recourse to war, this change should still be seen 
to be contained in international society, rooted in a pluralist view of the continuing 
importance of states (Talentino, 2004: 323). This argument does align to some extent with 
Wheeler's position on the US trying to create a new operative space within international 
society, but fails to recognise the nuance of the US' failure to stipulate how exactly this 
new rule will be enforced. It is exactly the fact that the rule is unlikely to be enforced 
without US approval, or only at the hands of the US or its key allies, which makes this a 
transitional factor in international order. Morris also argues that the normative balance of 
the sacrosanct status of sovereignty with respect for human rights was "disturbed" by the 
US intervention in Iraq - the post-1990 normative development in international society 
shifted (Morris, 2005: 280). 
It is, however, the nuance of Talentino's normative argument that is important - raising the 
importance of the norms of international society, which may have been paradoxically 
strengthened by the war in Iraq. That the UNSC did not bow to US pressure is seen by 
some as indicative that it is independent of US power, but also that other states sought to 
balance US power, if not in the traditional military sense, then at least politically. Also, the 
US looked to the UN to assist in Iraqi reconstruction. Certainly, the LJN did not bow to US 
pressure, but the fact that the US could act regardless of this fact would indicate that 
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Dunne's view of a hierarchy operating alongside a society presents a more accurate picture 
of international order. Where Talentino's argument is sustained is in the fact that President 
Bush, for a variety of reasons, did seek a UN mandate for war and various members of his 
administration did seek to justify the war in Iraq in terms of either existing norms, or to 
justify the need for the creation of new norms (Wheeler, 2003: 196). There is thus a 
willingness by the hegemon to operate within international society where this is possible, 
but not to be restricted or curtailed in action should the society not cooperate. Wheeler 
observes correctly that the architects of the NSS 
exhibit a curious naivety about power in failing to understand that it cannot last unless it is grounded 
in a wider consensus about norms and values that goes beyond calculations of narrow military 
capabilities (Wheeler, 2003: 211). 
But he fails to acknowledge that this is what the US is doing; it is appealing to wider norms 
at the same time as it operates out of its preponderance of power. It is just that the norms 
and values that it is proclaiming are both a part of and hazardous to international society, 
that the US is attempting to create an adjusted normative order which it is able to dominate. 
The US sets itself as the "arbiter of the criteria by which such high-sounding goals [of 
peace, justice and freedom] are to be served and those who violate them punished" (Ayoob, 
2003). As Bush's main speechwriter noted, he "sought to marry Wilson's idealism with 
Roosevelt's realism, taking both idealism and power seriously in IR", particularly given 
that for the US, its sphere of influence is now the whole world (Woodward, 2004: 131; 
Roberts, 2003b: 33). Using the language of Hedley Bull, Ayoob argues that through this 
egoist foreign policy in which the US has threatened to expose the irrelevance of the UN, it 
has become the "great irresponsible", eroding "the normative consensus underpinning that 
order" and potentially threatening to bring about a more Hobbesian international order 
which aligns more with the international system pillar of international order (Ayoob, 
2003: 29). 
The US went to war in Iraq despite substantial opposition, posing in Dunne's words a 
"serious problem for those who propose that rules act as a constraint on behaviour", in that 
the US did not seem to be discouraged by the fact that their demands and action lacked 
international legitimacy (Dunne, 2003: 314). Again this points back to thejustifications for 
the war. Legitimacy within international society since 1990 has been found in international 
law and human rights as the Gulf War and Kosovo interventions show. The justifications 
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for the Iraq War show a clear step away from these normative categories to those of 
national interest and egoist morality. Egoist morality does cause some difficulties in that it 
resonates internationally on some levels - freedom, justice and peace are precious to many 
states and peoples - yet it is the root of these claims, in US exceptionalism and national 
interest, that places this intervention and the trajectory of international order far into the 
international system, elevating international system over international society and world 
society. A society of states does still exist, but this society is now in danger of operating 
alongside a hierarchical system. If the hyperpower stands in opposition to international 
society with regard to core norms which it helped to create, then international society must 
be seen to be in retreat (Dunne, 2003: 315). As Wheeler argues, the US will not oppose all 
the rules of international society, but seeks for itself an exception from those that inhibit it 
protecting itself and the exceptional values it represents (Wheeler, 2003: 184; Dunne, 
2003: 315). Traditional siting of legitimacy can therefore be seen to be altered by the power 
of the hegemon as norms are devalued and indeed the reference points of existing norms 
are repositioned in the US. The power of the US saw it pressurise the UN to shift to its 
agenda, but failing this shift, the defender of freedom, peace and security became the US. 
This was not so much norm innovation but norm transference. That said, the national 
interest / egoist morality categories can certainly be seen in terms of norm elevation if not 
creation, as these categories revealed a new emphasis rather than the old international law 
or human rights so heavily referenced between 1990 and 2001 (Hurrell, 2005: 17). Morality 
and power were both central to justifying and legitimating this intervention, but this was 
not a universal morality of human rights but freedom, democracy and peace through which 
human rights would be delivered and which was positioned in the US as its provider. 
Power therefore emerges ascendant in this case, with the hegemon locating morality in 
itself and in many ways installing itself as the defender of international law. The normative 
elevation and transference in this case are intimately connected with power and will be 
discussed in more detail in the last chapter. 
It is important to consider not just US action in Iraq, but rather what the US would do 
should a 'second 9/1 P occur. As Dunne points out, the US' policy of pre-emption, its 
prioritising of domestic over international law for legitimacy and its opposition to other 
states utilising pre-emption indicate that the US does not wish to be constrained by the 
norms and rules of international society (Dunne, 2003: 316). 9/11 resulted in profound 
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alterations in US foreign policy, and more importantly in the legitimating of this policy. 
That the US still operates in an international society framework is testament to economic 
and political interrelationships, but it is the extent of shift brought about by 9/11 which 
shows the vulnerability of the international society and world society pillars. As Wheeler 
comments, the US' exceptionalism and pre-emptive response to 9/11 make it the sovereign 
that decides "when the sovereignty of others can be infringed" - installing hierarchy in 
international order and becoming the higher authority to which other states must look 
(Wheeler, 2003: 185). The Bush doctrine must be seen as a "radical assault on the 
principles of the UN Charter" and as a result on the strengthening international society of 
the post-Cold War world (Wheeler, 2003: 212). 
The findings of this chapter, as with the previous, revealed substantial weakness in the 
hypotheses posed in the introduction to this thesis. Certainly 'Hypothesis P is most 
reflective of the Iraq War given the US decision to act without UN approval and the support 
of many traditional allies or regional alliances. However, 'Hypothesis P is not nuanced 
enough and is still positioned within pluralism, not apprcciating the elevation of the 
international system, not just over world society but even international society. The Iraq 
War showed the possibility of a hierarchy existing apart from international society, 
radically altering the nature of the society as the hegemon placed legitimacy in itself. This 
indicates an empire or revolutionary position on the extreme of international system. As 
such 'Hypothesis V is certainly the best representation of the Iraq War but does not show 
the extent to which international society itself was radically challenged. 
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Chapter 7. Conclusion 
This thesis has critically exan1iried the justifications for, and practice of, intervention by the 
US across four cases. The empirical analysis has revealed dramatic changes in the 
justifications across the cases and to a lesser extent changes in the practice of war. This 
concluding chapter will briefly revisit and then compare the four case studies. The chapter 
will then make a theoretical contribution to the English School through a discussion of the 
effects of the justifications for war in terms of the three pillars or traditions within the 
English School. Finally this chapter will return to the hypotheses of this thesis and will 
discern which of these, in reference to the empirical research of this thesis, is more 
reflective of the findings. 
Revisiting the Cases 
The Gulf War reflected positively on the English School idea of international society. The 
justifications centralised on international law and norms and as such reflected both the 
pluralist and solidarist positions within the school, both of which value the shared norms of 
international society. However, the marginal nature of hunian rights justifications indicates 
that a pluralist, state-centred international society was in ascendancy. The US' 
justifications and actions correlate to a large extent and US inaction against Saddam's 
repression after the conclusion of the ground offensive is supportive of the fact that 
humanitarianism was limited to that of foreign civilians -a pluralist, rather than solidarist, 
position. However, the proclaimed NWO placed pressure on the practice of war and there 
was as a result a solidarist pull towards avoiding civilian casualties. While the practice of 
the war, particularly at its onset, reflected concern to limit civilian casualties, the latter 
stages of the bombing campaign, heavily targeting dual-use infrastructure and increasing 
civilian deaths calls into question the limits of this human concern. That the US attempted 
to win the war through an intense bombing campaign, not just of Iraqi troops, but of 
infrastructure also indicates this - attempting to preserve US ground troops but risking 
those of Iraqi civilians. The practice of the intervention therefore indicated the influence of 
human rights, but enough only to indicate a very limited solidarist position. The no-fly 
zones did, however, indicate a further qualified solidarist shift. That action was so languid 
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indicated that the pluralist concerns of Bush far outweighed humanitarian concerns, but the 
humanitarian justifications for the intervention clearly revealed sohdarist legitimacy even if 
this was entangled with national interest concerns. 
The change in justifications between the Gulf War and Kosovo campaign certainly 
indicates a move towards solidarisin in respect of the apparent ascendancy of human rights 
over sovereignty. The increased references to human rights indicate the normative value of 
these justifications at both the US domestic and international level. However, the linkage 
of national interests with these humanitarian justifications reveals not only their limit but 
also as Jackson asks, does "NATO's military actions in the Balkans" signal a "bold new 
move into new millennium" or rather a return to "an era when Western values were 
imposed on obstinate governments by force" (Jackson, 2000: 284)? It was the weakness of 
solidarist humanitarian claims that required frequently spurious national interest claims to 
be utilised and explains why risking soldiers' lives was not possible in a situation in which 
vital national interests were not at risk. Johnson argues that while President Clinton could 
justify national interests in terms of values, it is the American people (the family factor) 
which would validate this claim through a willingness to accept casualties (Johnson, 2001). 
Wheeler acknowledges that the "fact is that no Western government has intervened to 
defend human rights in the 1990s unless it has been very confident that the risks of 
casualties were almost zero" (Wheeler, 2000: 300). As Jackson argues pluralist and 
prudential concerns were far from absent in Kosovo (Jackson, 2000: 288). 
Kosovo certainly shows an extension of solidarist values, but these values operate within a 
pluralist reality and are therefore subservient to larger considerations (Jackson, 2000: 290). 
In Kosovo, as Wheeler points out, it was the casualty-free demands of the Alliance which 
resulted in the use of an air campaign to pursue supposed humanitarian purposes and in so 
doing "produced results that contradicted the humanitarian justifications of the operation" 
(Wheeler, 2000: 284). Thus the legitimacy of the intervention could be questioned because 
"Serb civilians were being killed ... and the initial result of rescue 
from the air was to 
accelerate the ethnic cleansing" (Wheeler, 2000: 290). The Kosovo intervention, despite 
illustrating the salience of human rights justifications, also revealed their limits - citizen 
soldiers were not asked to die for foreign civilians. 
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As previously stated, Wheeler argues that the "attempt to link unilateral action to the 
enforcement of the wider moral purposes of international society challenges the traditional 
claim that unilateral action is driven by the selfish interests of states", but there exists 
within the liberal democratic identification with solidarist values a danger that the "moral 
purposes of international society" will be increasingly associated with the political and 
economic project of liberal democracy rather than with a universal commonality (Wheeler, 
2000b). 
The justifications for the Afghanistan intervention reveal a shift away from world society, 
remarkable for the terms of reference that were employed - not a return to international law 
and norms or even traditional views of national interest, but still framed in normative moral 
language. Rather than the moral language of human rights, the Afghanistan intervention 
was justified with the identification of supposed universal moral and ethical values with the 
US - in essence tying universal justifications to national interest. The US had claimed the 
mantle of human rights guardian in the Kosovo campaign, but the Afghanistan 
justifications represented a deeper identification with the moral and ethical views being 
espoused within the US. Importantly, the human rights justifications in Kosovo were 
coupled with traditional references to national interest in what was a clear need to increase 
domestic legitimacy. This did not occur in the Afghanistan justifications as traditional 
national interest was taken for granted - this intervention centred on justice, stated on 
behalf of all 'freedom-loving people', but essentially on behalf of the US and the view of 
international society that it espoused. National security implications and the desire for 
retaliation did not require a human rights dimension in order to attract domestic support. 
As justice and retaliation was a key motivator, human rights were largely irrelevant to this 
motivation. The justificatory discourse established the intervention as the first phase of a 
supreme emergency -a state of conflict in which military necessity would be more likely to 
trump humanitarian concerns. The humanitarian provision by, and concerns of, the Bush 
administration are not to be cynically rejected but are to be interpreted in a limited manner. 
Too often the justifications reflect that the US, if not the author of humanitarian values, is 
their enforcer, the values often taking precedence over their supposed beneficiaries. This 
fact is visible in the high civilian casualty rate - far higher than any other post-Cold War 
intervention, and this in a campaign which was supposedly highly accurate. 
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The War in Iraq saw a continuation of the Afghanistan justifications - based heavily in 
egoist morality and national interest. Where the most marked difference lay was in the 
international response to the intervention. Whereas the action in Afghanistan was accepted, 
implicitly and explicitly, by the international community, the US action in Iraq resulted in a 
schism between the US and its traditional allies. A heavy focus of the justifications was 
therefore on the continued legitimacy not of US leadership but rather of the UN itself The 
US argued that Saddam Hussein's Iraq was a threat against which the US had to act with or 
without international sanction. The Iraq War revealed the deep cracks between the former 
Western Allies and points to the nature of the international order. US exceptionalism and 
national interest came to the fore against traditional allies as the Cold War consensus truly 
unravelled. This was not a war fought for human rights or international law but rather a 
war fought for freedom and morality rooted in the US rather than in the international 
community of states. 
The 9/11 attacks gave the Bush presidency a mission; the important consideration was how 
this mission was framed (Dunne, 2003: 309). Pre-9/1 1, the US presidents had framed 
intervention clearly in terms of international norms, legal and humanitarian. Bush came to 
power on the promise of fewer overseas adventures, to be conservative in the exercise of 
US power. The mission that 9/11 brought was an awakening to the threat which faced the 
US and a desire to see the US protected, through explicit removal of regimes hostile to the 
US, remaking vital areas of the world in the US' image. As Kagan argues, after 9/11, 
President Bush and most Americans became "unabashed about wielding US power 
primarily in defense of their own newly endangered vital interests", power wielded to 
secure the US, but with US interests including the protection of freedom, peace and 
democracy (Kagan, 2004). 
Justifications across the Cases: A Core Legitimating Norm? 
When comparing the cases three particularly relevant facts emerge, which will be briefly 
highlighted but discussed in more detail below. First, the first post-Cold War intervention, 
the Gulf War, was well seated in the international society sector. Second, the next 
intervention, that in Kosovo, showed a shift towards a more solidarist conception of 
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international society and tended towards the world society pillar albeit still within 
international society. Third, is the dramatic shift towards international system reflected in 
the Afghanistan and Iraq Wars, -with the latter verging as shown in the previous chapter on 
the border between international system and world society, the most dangerous for 
international society given that it seeks to create a world society, not through solidarist and 
legal principles but rather through hegemony. Each of these factors will be discussed in 
more detail below. 
This thesis contributes to the legitimacy debate through its analysis of the language of 
justification which reveals intelligible patterns in terms of which the process of legitimation 
can be understood as well as to the centrality or necessity of certain norms on which 
legitimacy has been based (Hurrell, 2005: 25). What is clear from the previous chapters is 
that radical change occurred in the justificatory language of the US presidents across 9/11. 
International law and norms were heavily utilised by President George H. Bush to 
legitimate the Gulf War. However, in the next three cases, the justifications relating to 
international law were remarkably reduced. This would indicate tremendous pressure being 
placed on the international society pillar of the English School given the centrality of 
international law and its constitutive norms of sovereignty and non-intervention. The 
solidarist position and world society pillar can also be expected to be built to some degree 
on international law, albeit requiring a more extensive binding framework than espoused by 
President Bush, and as a result any such dramatic reduction in the use of international law 
and norms to justify war would indicate a move towards a more pluralist position tending 
towards international system. 
The human rights justifications reached their high point in the war in Kosovo. While 
President George W. Bush did utilise humanitarian justifications more often than his father 
had in the Gulf War it was still as a proportion less than that of 1990/1. Humanitarian 
justifications were used increasingly less by President Bush. Thus, while the Kosovo 
intervention saw a trend towards the solidarist position and world society, this humanitarian 
legitimating discourse was negligible in both interventions post 9/11, with less than 10% of 
all President Bush's justifications being in reference to human rights. The legitimating 
discourse of President Clinton strengthened solidarist claims in international society to the 
point that Wheeler could ask whether humanitarian intervention had become a legitimating 
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norm in international relations, but this discourse was heavily eroded by Bush. Bellamy 
argues 
there is a slowly emerging human rights solidarism. States are expected to uphold 
the rights of their citizens and may face punitive measures if they fall below the 
baseline of humane governance. This form of solidarism also includes a 
commitment to democratization and is predicated on the liberal peace idea: the 
notion that democratic states do not wage war with each other (Bellamy, 2005: 292). 
Yet what occurs after 9/11 is a breakdown in liberal democratic community as human rights 
are no longer the pre-eminent justification but rather those more closely identifiable with 
traditional national security concerns and exceptionalism. 
National interest and security claims were a key to justifying war across all cases. As was 
discussed in each case study, this was, prior to 9/11, a crucial aspect to US military action, 
that even when humanitarian justifications were clearly the major legitimating principle, a 
need still existed for the use of national interest, particularly for the domestic audience. 
Thus Kosovo, so heavily justified in terms of human rights, still needed the national 
security justifications to make the use of force palatable to the American public. What was 
interesting post 9/11 is the fact that specific national interest justifications did not increase 
significantly. While egoist morality justifications are clearly linked to national interest, 
importantly these justifications were utilised more than traditional national security claims 
by President Bush. As could be expected these justifications did increase in the Iraq War, 
but it was the lower percentage in the Afghanistan intervention which was interesting, and 
can most feasibly be explained by the fact that legitimation was not required. This is a key 
point with regard to the principle of legitimation. The justifications for intervention serve 
to legitimate that intervention, both to the international as well as to the national audience. 
That such legitimation takes place points to the existence of international society (Clark, 
2005: 1-26). In the Afghanistan intervention, the threat to US security was clearly apparent 
in the attacks of 9/11, and even if more attacks were not forthcoming, the right of the US to 
respond was not questioned by international society in general. National interest claims 
were throughout all cases primarily made for the domestic audience but such legitimation 
was not necessary after 9/11 as President Bush had the domestic legitimacy to use force. 
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The Iraq War was, however, different in that the connection between Iraq and the US' 
national security was not as clear as that with Afghanistan and therefore, more deliberate 
reference had to be made to national security in Bush's discourse. Importantly, references 
to national interest are not necessarily counter to international society. Both solidarist and 
pluralist positions within the English School recognise the role of national interest and 
security in international relations. National interest, when aligned with UN authority is 
certainly both legal and constitutive of international society. However, where national 
interest is made in reference only to the US, to its survival, then such justifications lean 
towards the pluralist understanding of international society and if taken to an extreme, 
towards international system. National interest should not however be seen apart from 
egoist morality and democracy promotion as these are all inter-linked and point towards the 
international system. It is in these categories that this thesis finds its most important 
findings. 
Egoist morality justifications amounted to only 6% of the justifications for the Gulf War, a 
result of the weight of international legitimacy that the intervention had in terms of 
international law. Yet this 6% is still indicative of a latent content within the US which 
comes to the fore after 9/11. An understanding of these egoist morality justifications is 
crucial to this thesis as they influence the hypotheses under discussion but also point to the 
future should the US sustain further terror attacks. The egoist morality justifications point 
to US exceptionalism, to a self-belief in the American liberal democratic system and the 
need to spread this system throughout the world. These justifications increased as 
dramatically as those of international law and norms and human rights decreased, becoming 
the single most important group of justifications made by President Bush. When 
examining Buzan's wheel it is not at first obvious where to place the egoist morality 
justifications. It is clear that Bush is creating a new normative discourse, or at the very 
least one that is different from that used since 1990/1. Many of the justifications point 
towards liberal values which many states would support, and therefore there is a tendency 
to see such statements in terms of international society. Justice, peace and democracy are 
certainly widely held liberal (and non-liberal) beliefs. However, while the democracy 
promotion discourse can be seen to align with a widely held liberal discourse, the egoist 
morality statements must be differentiated. They represent a clear tension between 
international society and international system. The very fact that legitimation is undertaken 
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by President Bush indicates the vitality of international society; this is not a self-serving 
independent US using force in international relations without reference to the wider 
community. However, the egoist morality justifications are not those which operate within 
the international society sector, but rather lie on the dividing line between international 
system and world society. In this sense the reaction to US action in Iraq can be interpreted 
less as a reaction against breakages of international law, such as sovereignty and UNSC- 
mandated use of force, but rather in the more traditional terms of balance of power. The 
balance of power is of course classically regarded as a core institution of the English 
School (Bull, 2002). President Bush set a course in which the UN was sidelined, or at the 
very least held accountable to the US. Harries incorporates the exceptionalist hegemonic 
US in the context of the post-Cold War when he argues: 
The Bush Doctrine was the product of three interacting conditions: American hegemony, American 
exceptionalism, and American outrage. The first encouraged the belief that anything the United 
States willed was achievable. The second insisted that what should be willed was the remaking of the 
world in America's own image. The third created an enormously powerful pressure for immediate 
and drastic action (Harries, 2005: 34). 
The US would defend itself and the free world with or without tke approval of the UN and 
its traditional allies. In competition was not therefore just Iraq and the US, but also those 
powers which did not wish to see the exceptionalist US exporting its views and recreating 
the world in its image. 
As Dunne wonders, do we, post 9/11 
have to pose the question of whether the main threat today would appear to be a revolt against the 
institutions of international society by the United States and its allies. In the same way that the liberal 
moment of the post-cold war period engendered a debate about justice, will September II put the 
spotlight back on order (Dunne, 2005: 75)? 
He goes on to contend that: 
From the earliest consciousness of the idea of common rules and institutions agreed to by sovereign 
states, the primary justification has been anti-hegemonic in character. International society exists to 
protect diverse political communities from being overrun by more powerful neighbours. In the 
absence of a world government, it is up to the great powers and other institutions to ensure that the 
rights of sovereign states are protected (Dunne, 2005: 75). 
Hence any hegemonic power is inherently dangerous to international society and 
particularly if it is seen to step outside the society, which the US clearly does in justifying 
its use of force in the post-9/1 I cases. 
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Practice across Cases: Standard Practice? 
The practice of war across the -four cases raises interesting factors in relation to the 
justifications made for intervention as well as the to the nature of US military action in its 
own right. 
Each campaign differed markedly in terms of practice. The Gulf War saw overwhelming 
force used against a traditional standing army. The Kosovo campaign involved high 
altitude bombing against regular and irregular forces. The Afghanistan War utilised mostly 
bombing and SOF in conjunction with local allies while the Iraq War was a high-speed 
armoured assault in conjunction with air attacks. What is clear is that US military practice 
has adapted to both political and geographic pressures and contexts to fight wars designed 
both to win war and to please political masters. There has certainly not been a standard 
practice across the four cases. The practice has in each case reflected the context which has 
confronted US military forces. The Gulf War, with a traditional enemy and more 
importantly a clear disclosed territory to free could be fought with. overwhelming force by a 
massive air and land force. Kosovo, however, could not, as political will was insufficient 
to allow for land forces to be deployed - the result: bombing which killed as many civilians 
as it did enemy soldiers or militias. Afghanistan utilised bombing runs, as had been 
deployed in Kosovo, but against more fixed targets and forces with allies on the ground 
providing the required manpower. The Iraq War was fought primarily with speed to 
destroy the Iraqi army as quickly as possible using both air and land forces. In each case 
the US military can be seen to practice war as efficiently as possible, as dependent on 
political pressure. Certainly an overwhelming feature of US practice across all cases was 
concern for US casualties. While this is surely the case for all states waging war, it was the 
human cost which their enemies and civilian casualties suffered as a result of this which is 
illuminating and as such, a discussion of civilian casualties is important. 
Each chapter has discussed this aspect of the war in detail, but what of the overall impact of 
intervention and US practice in this respect of civilian casualties? This is the most vital 
aspect of US military practice as it is deeply entrenched in the justifications. The Gulf War 
intervention is perhaps the only case which can legitimately escape closer scrutiny by virtue 
of the fact that its justifications were not based significantly on human rights. While human 
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rights were not significantly referenced in the Afghanistan and the Iraq Wars, the nature of 
the justifications being so heavily based in egoist morality and freedom implicitly raised the 
- importance of human life and the expectations therefore of a practice of war correlating 
with this. 
This shift is confirmed when an examination of civilian casualties is considered. The Gulf 
War was characterised by intensive bombing, which although considerate of civilian 
casualties, killed thousands and more importantly demolished much infrastructure of vital 
importance to civilian safety. The Kosovo intervention was conducted in a manner which 
not only failed to prevent ethnic cleansing of Kosovars, but placed Serbian civilians at risk 
and failed to counter post-intervention ethnic cleansing of Serbs by Kosovars (Herring, 
2001: 242). Afghanistan is as contradictory as Kosovo. The substantial use of a discourse 
representing the US as 'good' would be expected to place pressure on the US to maintain a 
practice of intervention which aligned with this moral position. Afghani civilian safety was 
of concern to President Bush who ordered wide-scale humanitarian provision (Franks, 
2002). However, the scale of the loss of life as proportionate to the campaign points to 
carelessness with regard to civilian casualties. Here the spoken motivation of justice, but 
more accurately construed as retaliation as a result of a direct attack on the US can be seen 
to lower concern for civilian casualties. That many attacks on civilians were mistakes is 
probably true; that the fear of mistakes did not prohibit the act is, however, more revealing. 
The Iraq War was justified extensively on national security and egoist morality. While the 
former would anticipate a war of significant civilian suffering, the latter required the 
opposite. Indeed it was the very tying of the national interest to freedom, democracy 
promotion and peace - the marriage of National Security and egoist morality - that 
ultimately necessitated a war which was low on civilian suffering. The fast dynamic war 
which was fought achieved this aim. 
Can the variation in justifications be seen to affect the practice of war? This is perhaps the 
most interesting question to ask of the practice of the US military. In many respects the 
answer can only be more fully understood with more research into institutional changes 
within the US military which falls outside the remit of this thesis. However, a few patterns 
are clear, all of which produce interesting observations. 
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First, US military practice is governed heavily by political leadership, with the pattern of 
practice to a large extent being governed by the political will of the president and his office. 
Second, throughout all the cases, a premium was placed on US lives. This is to be expected 
of any fighting force, but what is interesting is that the safety of US lives was not directly 
relational to the justifications for war, but rather with vital national interests. Much of the 
criticism of the Kosovo campaign was that the US and NATO did not put its troops in 
harm's way. The US did not lose a single soldier in the entire campaign, a remarkable 
achievement, but an achievement built on the lives of civilians killed in the war. A war 
justified substantially on the basis of human rights could be expected to sacrifice lives in 
order to save others. However the opposite occurred. In the Gulf War the US risked 
massive losses fighting for international law as well as national interests. However, it is in 
Afghanistan and Iraq that loss of life was both avoided but also held acceptable given the 
threat to US interests and the result was substantial land and air forces being deployed as 
they had in the Gulf, but far more aware of the liberal values which were being advanced. 
Overall the US practice of war was subservient to political will, reflecting the realities of 
the constraints placed on military action. The US military throughout the four cases 
showed a restraint of action in terms of non-combatants while acting ruthlessly towards the 
armed forces. Even in the war in Afghanistan, where US action was so motivated by 
justice and vengeance, the US military acted in a restrained manner. There is little direct 
correlation between political justifications and military practice, apart from the fact that the 
source of both liberal and egoist justifications are equally prevalent in the institutional and 
political concern for moral conduct in war. While there is certainly evidence of abuses of 
war, most notably in terms of cluster weapons and depleted uranium, the US military 
operates in general in a manner which correlates with the liberal, moralistic justifications 
that it utilises for intervention. 
This practice of war can be seen to add to the authenticity of the justifications for war in 
each case. Indeed, the only case in which the justifications and practice differed was in 
Kosovo, and here the military conduct can be interpreted as the best available option given 
political restraints. It was in this case a matter of doing nothing or the path that was chosen, 
namely high altitude bombing - surely better than doing nothing. What is apparent from 
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the cases is that the US military has been able to win decisive battles and wars at relatively 
low human cost across diverse terTain. From the Gulf War to the Iraq War, the US military 
has increased its fighting ability, its ability to strike accurately and with-minimal civilian 
casualties. VVhile much criticism has been levelled at the post-war failures of the US, these 
must be interpreted as political failings rather than as military ones. Overall the practice of 
war would indicate a strengthening of the emergent humanitarian norms of international 
society. However, the extent to which these find their source in international society or in 
the nature of the US itself is debatable. Humanitarian norms may have suffused US 
practice, but if these norms are more rooted in US identity than a wider solidarist or world 
society sentiment, then an attack on the US might easily shift such sentiment away from the 
egoist morality element to that of national security and develop into a more harmful way of 
war. 
Quo Vadis International Society? 
This section of the conclusion will further discuss the theoretical implications of this thesis 
for the English School. The empirical research of this thesis has focussed on the 
justifications for intervention and in particular has grouped the justifications under 
normative categories. These non-native categories have shown the weighting of the 
legitimating discourse in each case. Clark, in his detailed analysis, places legitimacy above 
norms, seeing norms as the building blocks on which legitimacy and hence international 
society are built (Clark, 2005: 1-26). The fact that norms were referenced in all acts of 
intervention shows that legitimation was sought and points to the continued presence of 
inteniational society (Clark, 2005: 1-26). Through the study of the norms utilised in each 
president's discourse, this thesis is able to show which norms are being elevated or 
innovated and hence comment on the nature of legitimacy, and particular, where it is being 
77 
situated in terms of the three traditions within the English School (Hurrell, 2005: 31-32). 
Hence, this research can comment both on which nonns of legitimation are being used as 
well as how legitimacy itself has been tested and repositioned in international relations. 
Language is a norm in itself, part of the framework that makes up intemational society - 
the very notion of a common language of legitimacy is testament to intemational society. 
77 Further applications of this research are possible with regard to legitimacy but this chapter must focus on 
the hypotheses of this thesis which point directly to normative enquiry. 
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Norms are used to legitimate and indicate to a significant extent the position of 
international society. However, what are the implications of the language being changed 
and redefined? What does this entaii for international society? This section will revisit the 
solidarist/pluralist debate, examining the use of the norms which underpin both positions, 
but will more importantly look beyond this debate to the three traditions through which an 
analysis of the hypotheses can then be undertaken. 
It is the resurgent pressure of the system and how we understand the relationship between 
the three pillars which is the most interesting of the findings of this thesis. Three key 
themes will emerge in the discussion below; hegemony, legitimacy and exceptionalism, all 
of which operate within and against each other. This section will focus particularly on the 
post-9/1 I discourse of President Bush. 
One of the key questions to emerge through this research is the extent to which President 
Bush's justifications were reflective of a wider and older liberal pattern of US expansion or 
whether it revealed a new morvent, a Rubicon event in IR? Bcate Jahn argues that the Bush 
doctrine is not as unique as some would argue, that it represents an American foreign policy 
expression commonly found throughout the twentieth century (Jahn, 2007a, 2007b). She 
quotes, for example, the fact that democracy promotion has been the most cited goal of US 
intervention (Jahn, 2007ab). While she is certainly correct in terms of the importance of 
democracy promotion, this thesis has shown that the post-Cold War world does not fit this 
pattern. Three of the four case studies show that democracy promotion was not as 
significant a factor as one would expect. Certainly in the Gulf War, President Bush 
infrequently mentioned democracy given the nature of the Kuwaiti and Saudi regimes they 
fought for and alongside. But it is in the nature of the post-9/11 justifications that 
democracy promotion must come to be re-interpreted. These cases were less about the 
promotion of democracy, but rather about the promotion of an international order which 
reflected the US - that the US was the promoter of democracy, not through 
international 
law and institutions, but in its own right. it is here that the effect of 9/11 on international 
society can be seen - that the leading founding member of world order chose to step away 
from that which it had helped to create and laid out a new pre-emptive use of force and 
hierarchical system, and warned the world to co-opcrate. As Kagan argues, the Bush 
doctrine, "has naturally sprung out of the United States' liberal revolutionary tradition", the 
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result being that if the US was willing in Kosovo to ignore international law, then an attack 
on its own soil would most likely elicit a response even more dismissive of constraints on 
-its ability to protect itself (Kagan, 2004). With regard to democracy promotion, Jahn writes 
that "realists and radicals alike view talk about democracy promotion as just so much 
window dressing veiling the real motives of American foreign policy- national security and 
economic interests" yet is exactly the opposite which occurs in the post-9/11 cases (Jahn, 
2007a) . 
78 Democracy promotion is clearly linked with US exceptionalism and national 
security, that democracy is the political expression of the freedom and peace that the US is 
called to export. No longer are freedom and democracy an option for international order 
but after 9/11 became compulsory given that the US could not seek to balance power with 
terrorists, but had to spread those values which it interpreted as being able to defeat the new 
enemy. 
Liberalism has historically been seen to be spread 
through the promotion of market democracy via trade, aid, cultural and political exchange (or the 
withdrawal of these privileges ... and right up to coercive 
intervention and statebuilding (Jahn, 
2007b). 
The US has certainly intervened in the hopes of seeing new liberal states created, but it is 
no longer a matter of reason or prosperity, nor even principally freedom for others but is 
rather the fact that it is so connected to national interest. The US, particularly post- 1945, 
embarked on a Wilsonian promotion of democracy and freedom. This was clearly aligned 
with the Cold War and national security was implicit in this venture, but this liberalism was 
enshrined in international law and institutions. The US' expansionism under Bush is 
unilateral and is focussed on US cxceptionalism and security, with the freedom of others 
part of, but subservient to this, and must be seen to differ considerably from pre-1990. 
Liberal ideas are certainly contained within the neo-conservative inspired foreign policy of 
Bush, but to define his government's foreign policy in these terms misses the impact and 
momentum of 9/11. It is too readily forgotten that Bush became president with a foreign 
Policy of decreased international involvement in comparison to Clinton, arguing against 
nation building and humanitarian intervention (Ikcnbeny, 2006). 9/11 changed this - the 
expansion of democracy, freedom and securing the US may have contained liberal 
principles but were built on US power and exceptionalism, and not liberal theory alone. 
7' See Cox ct al. 2000: 4f. 
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Jahn writes that 
the liberal world view militates against a clear distinction between national and universal interests. 
Since liberalism provides the most advanced model of human social and political organization, its 
protection benefits humanity - materially, since market economies increase productivity, and 
politically because of its model character for nonliberals. The liberal conception of security thus 
merges national and universal interests (Jahn, 2007b). 79 
This would appear at first to align with this thesis' claims with regard to US 
exceptionalism. However, the liberal project is focussed on material as well as political 
factors and while national and universal interests may merge, the post-9/11 justifications of 
Bush must be interpreted differently. Bush's egoist morality justifications together with 
national security show a blurring not of national and international interests, but rather that 
the very nature of the US must be spread - this is more than liberalism, it is about 
goodness, peace and justice, each good in their own right, but more importantly centred in 
the US - the national interest, aligned with exceptionalism is legitimate because it is 
universally valid even if not accepted and is to be spread, not for liberalism and growth, but 
ultimately for security. As with liberal theory the national and international blur, but it is 
the motivating pointý of physical security rather than material prosperity that is so 
important, and thus the US moves toward empire. 
Post 9/11, the US pursued a righteous war, not on behalf of the West as it had in the Cold 
War, but in support of those who love freedom. This excluded many liberal allies who 
chose to balance the US through soft diplomacy rather than join the hegemon. This why 
Kagan is correct when he emphasizes that the divisions over the Iraq War were "less about 
Iraq than it was between 'two visions of the world`80 (Kagan, 2004). As Ikenberry puts it, 
Bush is "seized by the problem of terrorism and the rest of the world is seized by the 
problem of US unipolar power" - and a rebellion has occurred, particularly amongst 
traditional allies, those who are supposed to value the freedom and democracy on which the 
US bases its legitimacy (Ikenberry, 2005). Kagan argues that the US needs to show that it 
is willing to wield its power on behalf of those who share its principles, but it is the nature 
of these principles which the Iraq War brings more fully into the light, and it is the egoist 
morality and exceptionalism which is most illuminating. Indeed, Bush did claim to be 
79 See also Smith, 2000: 85. 
so Kagan quotes French Foreign Minister Dominique de Villepin. 
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fighting on behalf of all freedom-loving people, but it is the exceptionalism and resultant 
pre-emption strategy which caused the split amongst former allies (Kagan, 2004). Can we 
see Afghanistan and Iraq as an attempt to create legitimacy outside the normal UN 
framework, or a new hegemon-dominated hierarchy, reflecting the neorealist belief that 
"those in power, believing they have right on their side, impose their sense of justice on 
others" (Kagan, 2004; Rice, 2000)? 81 Hurrell captures the choices available to the US. 
Clearly any hegemonic state is likely to lean on the international legal order to secure its purposes 
and to escape from its constraints whenever it can do so at acceptable cost. This structural problem 
has been enormously aggravated by the character of the policies adopted by this particular 
hegemon ... But the politics of legitimacy have not been static. The US has found itself in exactly the dilemma identified many years ago by Raymond Aron. 'Either a great power will not tolerate equals, 
and then must proceed to the last degree of empire, or else it consents to stand first among sovereign 
units, and must win acceptance for such prc-eminence' (Hurrell, 2005: 3 1). 
Wight wrote that the 
fundamental problem of politics is the justification of power ... Power is not self-justifying; it must be 
justified by reference to some source outside or beyond itself, and thus be transformed into 'authority' 
(Wight, 1991: 99; Clark, 2005: 230). 
Hurrell adds to this by stating that in terms of legitimacy: 
Power is also central. It is, after all, the existence of an international order reflecting unequal power and 
involving the use of coercive force that creates the need for legitimation in the first place. On one side, 
the cultivation of legitimacy plays a vital role in the stabilisation of an order built around hierarchy, 
hegemony or empire. All major powers face the imperative of trying to turn a capacity for crude 
coercion into legitimate authority ... Legitimacy can therefore 
be seen as much a part of the messy 
world of politics as of the idealised world of legal or moral debate (Hurrell, 2005: 16; Clark, 2005: 227). 
The US' presidential justifications prior to 9/11 were rooted in international law and human 
rights, each of which provided a legitimate authority. Post-9/1 1, US power has not been 
justified outside of itself, except in reference to God, which is the US' exceptionalist right, 
with legitimacy not so much being sought, but expected, if not by political elites then at 
least from those that the US would free. Equally, if the justifications speak to other areas of 
legitimacy then this points not only away from legitimacy being the constituting norm of 
international society, but rather to whether system or society is being emphasised or created 
by the discourse. If norms of international society are utilised to justify and thereby 
legitimate intervention, then international society is strengthened or reinforced. If such 
81 Rice was critical of the UN as the source of legitimacy, arguing against the idea that "the support of many 
states - or ... institutions like the UN - is essential to the 
legitimate exercise of power" - this is clearly visible 
in Afghanistan's justifications, but also, and more surprisingly, in Iraq (Rice, 2000; Kagan, 2004). 
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norms are not referred to, then it is the system or world society which is being emphasized, 
at the core of which may be a legitimacy, but a legitimacy which differs markedly from that 
of international society. President Bush's justifications indicate the pursuit of a US-centred 
world society or two-tiered hierarchy, legitimated by the freedom, peace and democracy 
that it brings. 
Interestingly the opposition to the Iraq War and Bush's strategy of pre-emption - which de 
Villepin set as requiring the unity of the international community for authority, can be seen 
in terms of a political balance against the US - Europe could not balance the US militarily, 
but could certainly create a higher standard for international legitimacy and the debate 
about legitimacy and multilateralism must be seen as beyond international law and right 
authority, but rather in terms of Europe's response to the US' power in the unipolar world 
(Kagan, 2004). The collapse of the Soviet threat removed the need for security protection 
and reduced the US' bargaining power (Ikenberry, 2005; Kagan, 2004). Indeed, the fact 
that a conservative foreign policy is in operation without the restraint of a bi-polar world 
order has meant that the resultant unipolarity is threatening to the US' former allies who 
have reacted accordingly (Ikenberry, 2005; Mortis, 2005: 281). The security of states and 
international order has for centuries been "maintained by ensuring an absence of 
overarching power in the international system" and the society of states, including 
traditional US allies are concerned at the presentation of the US as "a unipolar fait 
accompli" (Ikenberry, 2005). Commonly held "liberal democratic principles meant a good 
deal more in a world threatened by totalitarianism that they have in a world made safer for 
democracy" (Kagan, 2004). While the discourse of Bush after 9/11 may display 
similarities with that of the Cold War, the US is no longer seen as the "leader of the free 
world", but more the leader of those states willing to ally with the US project which 
excludes many former allies (Kagan, 2004). This is why exceptionalism is so important to 
understand. The discourse of President Bush held within itself the competing pressures of 
freedom, justice (solidarist) and national security and interest (pluralist), centring all of 
these in the US pointing to a position of coercive solidarism in unity with revolutionism 
and the system. 
Bush's NSS policy of 2002 saw the US arbitrating "right and wrong" and enforcing the 
peace in which the US becomes the "order creating Leviathan" in a new global hierarchy 
225 
instead of the "dangers of anarchy and balance of power politics" (Ikenberry, 2005). The 
US can therefore be seen to move toward a two-tier system, with itself as the hegemon 
operating alongside, but apart from, the international community of states -a "hegemonic 
strategy with imperial characteristics" (Ikenberry, 2005; Wheeler, 2003: 212). The Iraq War 
can be seen as the "definitive expression of th[e] strategic reorientation" of the Bush 
administration post-9/11 which was committed to the War on Terror, confronting threats 
before they emerged, and thereby spoke out a two-tier system in which the US would deny 
states certain key rights dependent on a new standard of membership apart from the UN 
and separate to the normative pressure of humanitarianism prevalent through the 1990s 
(Ikenberry, 2005; Bush, 2002/06/01). The threat posed by US unilateralism must also be 
seen in the light of the weakening norm of sovereignty - seen throughout the 1990s, but 
increasingly threatened in the War on Terror - the expression of the Bush doctrine 
threatened the pluralist norms designed to ensure order and security - sovereignty and non- 
intervention, particularly in terms of pre-emption and contingent sovereignty (Ikenberry, 
2005). 
Ikenberry argues: 
there is an additional attraction of this unipolar grand strategy - it gives full sway to American 
exceptionalism. This self perception, as old as the nation's founding, sees America as a unique 
world experiment; a polity more noble and enlightened that any other of earth. If in the past, 
American exceptionalism was possible only through isolation or withdrawal from the outside world, 
now American exceptionalism is made possible by global dominance (Ikenberry, 2005). 
This is where Jahn's argument can be critiqued and where the justifications for war can 
shed so much light. US actions post-9/11 do reflect a long tradition of liberalism, yet it is 
the infusion of exceptionalism that makes it so interesting. As Ikenberry notes, US 
exceptionalism has usually seen itself in terms of a "light on a hill", an example, isolated 
from the rest of the world. Post 9/11, the US has moved from isolation to creationism - 
stepping out to re-make the world in its image, not through international institutions which 
had been the mark of US liberalism, but through the creation of states which reflect itself, 
preferably voluntarily, forceftilly if necessary. However, it is not just that American 
exceptionalisin is "made possible by global dominance", but rather because it is necessary 
post 9/11. For all the comparisons with the Soviet Union and the Cold War it must not be 
forgotten that the Soviet Union never managed to kill thousands of US citizens, especially 
on US soil. The US' exceptionalisin is reflected in NSS 2002, as the US commits itself to 
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maintaining its military dominance such that arms races become a thing of the past - 
Ikenberry calls this a "breathtaking" statement of intent, "making old balance of power 
rivalries obsolete" and arguing instead that "American unipolar power is good for the 
world7' (Ikenberry, 2005). Rather than US action post-9/1 I being seen as an extension of 
liberal politics, it should rather be interpreted as indicating a "revolution in world politics" 
- or as Wheeler argues "a revolutionary response to revolutionary times" (Ikenberry, 2005; 
Wheeler, 2003: 201). Again, it is imperative to remember that Bush was more reluctant to 
embark on overseas adventures than his predecessors. His was not a policy of pre-emption, 
it was 9/11 which brought the exceptionalism and need for hegemonic dominance to the 
fore. 
The intemational system has moved from the peace of equilibrium to hegemonic peace - 
yet it is the nature of this "peace" which is so interesting and the 9/11 attacks in particular 
as they have pushed the hegemon out of a place of peace and into an exceptionalist mode 
(Ikenberry, 2005). As Ikenberry argues: 
in the aftermath of September 110' and the recent American wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, American 
power has been exposed to the light of day. The simultaneous rise of America's quasi-monopoly on 
the use of force and the unbundling of sovereignty is a volatile mixture and must be handled with 
care (Ikenberry, 2005) 
especially when the US acts not in the interests of vague notions of human rights and 
international law but for its own self-interest and justice. 
It is important to note the justifications for war, and where they fit on Buzan's or Wight's 
'wheels', because the character of the justifications point to a potential for action should 
further terrorist attacks occur. While a move to increased cooperation may occur, it is more 
likely that the "peaceful" hegemon will slip further towards empire, in willing conflict 
against those who attack their way of life. 
Hurrell raises these issues when he argues that the US is, post-9/1 1, tempted by the 
possibilities of empire and hegemony - that the US is the only possible provider of global 
security and other international public goods; is the only state with the capacity to 
undertake the interventionist and state-building tasks that the changing character of security 
have rendered so vital; and is the essential power-political pivot for the expansion of global 
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liberalism (Hurrell, 2005: 23). Ikenberry argues that the Bush administration wants to "both 
serve as the global provider of security and simultaneously to pursue a traditional 
conservative foreign policy based on narrowly defined self-interest" - this-is true, but 
misses the key characteristic of exceptionalism - that the US does want to be the global 
provider of security, but believes that the US' interests are in the interest of all. The US 
promises to secure its safety in a manner which brings safety and freedom to others. 
Exceptionalism claims this as the US' opportunity and duty. Ikenberry writes that the US 
"cannot claim to act on behalf of the international community and ... assert US 
exceptionalism while promoting what we call universal values" - but again, this is the very 
combination for which the US claims legitimacy as revealed in its justifications for war 
because the freedoms which it espouses, while centred in the US, are universal. 
The egoist morality justifications are critically revealing of exceptionalism. 
Exceptionalism can be seen in the fact that the US committed itself to acting against threats 
as it determined and told other nations - "Either you are with us, or you are with the 
terrorists" (Ikenberry, 2005; Bush, 2001/09/20). There is an expectancy that this is an 
arrangement which the world must tolerate as payment for the US' provision of global 
security (Ikenberry, 2005). Bush's justifications showed the US' willingness to protect 
itself and uphold justice even if the UN would not - that justice was rooted in US 
perception and not international law accentuates the viability of this being a coercive 
solidarist, indeed, even revolutionary position. 
Ikenberry argues that the "conservative themes all lead in the same direction - toward an 
old-style nationalist-realist foreign policy" which he characterises as protective of national 
sovereignty, seeking power amongst other powers and like the Athenian general, arguing 
that the "strong do what they can and the weak suffer what they must" (Ikenberry, 2005). It 
is here that the justifications for war reveal a far more nuanced motivation than Ikenberry 
allows. The US' justifications were not rooted in self-interest or national interest, but rather 
in freedom and democracy which it was uniquely positioned to supply - exceptionalism not 
conservatism - or rather both joined together in a unique fashion given the unipolar context 
of IR. The US claimed to be supporting all freedom-loving states - this was therefore 
different from the international system of all against all but was rather closer to empire or 
coercive solidarism, and interestingly coercive of states as well as individuals. The US was 
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the defender of those who sought freedom, and even if the political elites of traditional 
allies did not value this, the US did. The US claimed the right to free those who were 
oppressed and defeat all who threatened the US - an exceptionalist/systemic synthesis that 
has fascinating insights into the English School representation of international politics in 
terms of the three pillars - which appear more fluid and connected than usually presented. 
While liberals have never liked the balance of power and would gladly see it replaced, the 
option of a hegemonic order where the hegemon stands aloof from the institutions it 
protects presents a "conservative Leviathan" - an order where the US rules but does not 
live by the rules - in effect creating empire, but a justified empire in so far as the US will 
protect what it sees every person ultimately wanting - freedom and democracy and in this 
way moves ever closer to Wight, Butterfield and Niebuhr's warnings of the dangers of any 
dominant power (Ikenberry, 2005; Wight, 1991: 99). 
Dunne argues that the post-9/11 world is characterised by the absence of balancing against 
US power and that the 
combination of the growth in US military power and its post-September II doctrine of pre-emption 
together signal the emergence of a hierarchical pattern of power and authority. This does not mean 
that the United States will oppose the rules and institutions of international society in all respects, but 
it will retain an option to disregard the rights of other members. Like a suzerain power, it will seek to 
conduct international relations bilaterally while overseeing the multilateralism of others. The right of 
states to remain neutral should no longer be taken for granted, and with it, the debate between 
pluralists and solidarists is being recast (Dunne, 2005: 76-77). 
Hierarchy is thereby established. It is now necessary to return to Buzan's 'wheel'. 
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Figure 7.1.: Majority Justifications across Cases Applied to Buzan's Wheel 
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Certainly, one of the major insights from this thesis is the need for the English School to 
reconsider not just world society, but also the international system (Dunne, 2007: 133). 
There is a need to move away from the spectrum interpretation of the English School and 
embrace more fully a fluid understanding of the relationship between the three 
pillars/traditions. This fluidity may be seen in two different ways. First, Wight argued that 
the three traditions or pillars must be seen as operating together in international relations or 
at the very least, that international society was consistently being pulled or pushed by the 
other two (Little, 2000: 402; Bull, 2002: 22). The justifications for intervention have been 
located within each pillar at different times. This is not a matter of the US standing inside 
or outside international society while diverse factors, such as national interest and human 
rights apply pressure to their position, but is rather the fact that the three pillars can be seen 
in the justifications of each case - it is their weighting that changes. Second, is the fluidity 
between the pillars themselves. Buzan's wheel is an improvement on the spectrum model 
so often applied to the English School. 82 The problem with the spectrum interpretation of 
82 Buzan reworks the spectrum, collapsing international society and international system, which obviously 
cannot accommodate the theoretical application of this thesis given its distinct three traditions approach 
(Buzan, 2004). 
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the English School is the limitations that it places on our understanding of the relationship 
between the three pillars. Take for example the international system/world society 
boundary. As Jackson and Sorensen argue: 
For revolutionists history is not merely a sequence of events and happenings. Rather, history has a 
purpose; human beings have destiny ... The ultimate purpose of international history is to enable humans to achieve fulfiIment and freedom 
whether in Kantian republics building perpetual peace or Marxian revolutionists instituting 
a classless society (Jackson and Sorensen, 2007: 136). It involves "bringing into existence 
an ideal world of some kind, whether based on religion or ideology" and this ideology can 
as easily be democratic liberalism. It was Niebuhr who warned victorious democracies not 
to allow their success to tempt them to pretensions of a special virtue and the post-9/11 
world brings this to the fore, notjust in US exceptionalism, but across the victorious Cold 
War powers (Wight, 1947: 558). This revolutionist position is traditionally seen as arising 
either from non-state actors or emerging through solidarism (the international society/world 
society) but what is less often considered is the system/world society boundary and what it 
means for states to shift from the former into the latter. 
It is here, on the boundary between the system and world society that so much of the US 
discourse post-9/11 needs to be understood and reveals the fluidity within the English 
School. A realist position presumes anarchy and national interest triumphant. What the 
justifications post-9/1 I reveal is a positing of the US not in realist terms because the stated 
justifications of war are not national interest or security alone, but rather the spread of 
democracy, freedom and peace - essentially spreading the nature of the US system, which 
moves clearly from a realist position towards a revolutionist one. However, the fluidity is 
not just across borders, but most interestingly is across the wheel as indicated by the lines 
inserted in figure 7.1. Here it is solidarism which proves interesting and particularly its 
relationship not with the society / world boundary but with the system / world boundary. 
Bull wrote of a "premature global solidarism" which can be interpreted as being located not 
at the extreme of international society, but on the system/world society boundary where a 
solidarism is enforced by a hegemonic power or group of powers (Dunne, 2007: 138). This 
can be equated with what Alderson and Hurrell term coercive solidarism as opposed to 
consensual solidarism (Alderson and Hurrell, 2000: 67). Solidarism is usually expressed in 
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terms of shared values arising from "normative integration", but can also be seen in terms 
of imposition by a hegemonic power or group of powers, which elevates the importance of 
egoist morality justifications (Clark, 2005: 156). Coercive solidarism "shares the surface 
phenomenon of solidarism, but differs radically as to the conditions that have brought this 
about", driven by particularly powerful states which after the Cold War was specifically a 
hegemonic US and as such the degree of solidarism and shared values became a function of 
hegemonic power which shifted focus markedly across 9/11 (Clark, 2005: 156; Hurrell, 
1999: 291). Coercive solidarism or premature solidarism is where the solidarism is 
enforced by the hegemonic power. It is assumed, given solidarism's liberal basis, that it 
must by nature grow out of international society nonns, based as it is, principally, on 
human value. However, the US justifications for war and resultant use of force were to 
create a world reflective of many of the solidarist claims. Theirs was not a solidarism built 
on consensual norms integrated over time, but rather in terms of imposition as Alderson 
and Hurrell argue, over which the US would stand guard. Paradoxically, the degree of 
solidarism and shared values in international society can be seen as a function of the US' 
willingness to promote them given its hegemonic power as a result of the Cold War victory 
(Hurrell, 1999: 291). Post-9/1 1, the very hegemon on which solidarism relies now fights to 
create universal values not in a 'wide' liberal image, but narrowly and specifically in its 
image. A solidarist society could therefore be forged not through consensual normative 
development but rather through hegemonic power and therein lies the danger inherent in 
solidarism; that it can in its fullest versions see the expression of a particular political 
organisation and priorities, which can represent the hegemonic rather than universal view. 
As Jackson and Sorensen argue, Wight's extreme realists deny the existence of 
international society, seeing IR as morally neutral (Jackson and Sorensen, 2007: 137). This 
causes some problems when equating Wight's diagram with Buzan as the world society 
border would indicate moral value - but this is the point of Bush's rhetoric, it does indeed 
slip between the two, incorporating system and world society, but also indeed, coercive 
solidarism. Importantly, revolutionism can be left- or right-wing and is a "doctrine of 
overthrowing and eradicating existing regimes, if necessary by violence" (Jackson and 
Sorensen, 2007: 138). Wight noted that revolutionary leaders express "very simply the 
revolutionist principle of Holy War: divide mankind into good and bad on a criterion 
provided by your doctrine, and then kill all the bad", yet this is the function of Bush's 
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discourse, which sets the US against terrorists and all who support them (Wight, 1991: 228; 
Jackson, 2004). Hard revolutionists are "close to the tough-minded position of extreme 
realists - except that hard revolutionists want to destroy the state system, whereas extreme 
realists want to preserve it" - Bush's justifications lie between the two - knowing the 
international system needs to change, seeking this change, but still being rooted in the state 
system, in effect encapsulating an extreme form of coercive solidarism (Jackson and 
Sorensen, 2007: 139). This shows the multiple positions inherent in Bush's justifications, 
not just unilateral realist, but revolutionary and solidarist too. 
Whereas in the Gulf War and Kosovo one could talk about norm innovation or norm 
elevation, the post-9/11 interventions indicate what can more usefully be seen as a "re- 
centring" of norms as the US shifted focus away from the UN, multilateralism and 
universal human rights and towards itself. The competing pressures between pluralist and 
solidarist positions within intemational. society were all relocated and centred on the US, 
which placed itself as the provider of human rights, freedom and justice - competing norms 
and pressures now held to be in union. in the US' post-9/1 I world. 
Which Hypothesis? 
Of the English School's three pillars, international society was clearly dominant post- 1990, 
with indications as the decade went on that a solidarist shift was increasingly occurring 
within international society itself However, 9/11 brought a clear resurgence of the 
international system. This was not a borderline pluralist society/system order, but one 
which indicated an extreme system bordering on empire. What is important about the 
reaction to 9/11 in terms ofjustifications and practice is that despite a clear environment in 
which post-1990 justifications and multilateral practice were possible, the US chose 
exceptionalism and the egoist justifications - the hegemon chose not to be restricted by the 
society that it had done so much to create. 
The hypotheses of this thesis broadly correspond with Buzan's illustration in that 
Hypothesis 1, privileging pluralism, lies close to the Hobbesian/Grotian divide of 
international society, Hypothesis 2 lies nearer the Progressive/Evolutionary divide of 
international society, and Hypothesis 3 in the Evolutionary sector. Each of these 
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hypotheses was written with the solidarist/pluralist debate of the English School in mind, 
taking a classical English School approach to the analysis of justifying intervention. The 
hypotheses are all situated around international society, seeing this pillar of the English 
School as dominant and then looking at the pull of the international system and world 
society to see which has drawn more powerfully, as seen through the legitimating discourse 
of the interventions and to a lesser extent the practice of war. This thesis has tested the 
ascendancy of each, and the effect of 9/11 on this ascendancy, as seen through the act of 
intervention which is so central to the non-native heart of the ES. What is most interesting 
to note when referring back to the hypotheses is their inadequacy in that they lack the 
nuance necessary to capture properly the research findings. In many ways this shortcoming 
reflects the solidarist/pluralist debate on which they were based. Just as this debate was 
largely limited to international society and to some extent the solidarist boundary with 
world society, so too were the hypotheses viewed through the lens of international society 
rather than more 'neutrally' through the three pillars. International society was expected to 
be ascendant, but this was not what the justifications for war revealed. 9/11 was certainly a 
Rubicon event, but it is too early to tell whether the system's Julius will defeat the society's 
senate. Certainly Hypothesis I captures most accurately the research findings. The second 
hypothesis contains nuance intended to show the balance between pluralism and solidarism, 
and it is this tension that the first hypothesis lacks - not a tension between solidarism and 
pluralism however, but rather between system and society. The US, post 9/11, has chiefly 
rooted its legitimacy in itself and not in the UN. Whether an empire, society or parallel 
hierarchy emerges in the next decades is difficult to predict, but the exceptionalism of US 
justifications point towards the first and last more than the hope of an international society 
of universal moral values tending towards a solidarist order or cosmopolitanism. 
The justifications for, and practice of, intervention point to a hegemonic power increasingly 
willing to use force and finding legitimation in its exceptionalism, neither of which should 
give cosmopolitans or solidarists cause for hope, unless their vision of a universal order 
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